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Principal Investigator and Department Administrator Perceptions of Services Provided by 
Offices of Research Administration at Research Universities 
 
Kimberley W. Cole 
 
ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
 The purpose of this research study was to determine what service attributes were 
perceived as important factors for a successful Office of Research Administration (ORA) 
to provide to principal investigators and department administrators.  Initially established 
more than 50 years ago, The Office of Research Administration (ORA) has evolved into 
an integral component for the fiscal sustainability of many institutions of higher 
education.  Existing performance metrics based on financial measures do not sufficiently 
capture the quality of the level of service demands placed on the ORA by the two internal 
user groups.  The conceptual basis of the Balanced Scorecard modified for the non-profit 
sector served as the theoretical framework.   
The study involved 668 respondents (433 principal investigators and 235 
department administrators) from 72 research universities.  Principal investigators and 
department administrators agreed on 18 service items as important performance metrics 
for successful Offices of Research Administration.  However, the two groups did vary 
somewhat in the degree of importance of these 18 service items.  Four services, 
responding to email and phone messages within 24-48 hours, easy access to forms, and 
timely setup of the internal award account were identified as priority factors by >90% of 
ix 
the principal investigators.  In addition to these four items, another six items—trainings 
for new employees and training updates for existing employees, equal treatment by the 
ORA, easy access to policies, and promoting a team effort approach to research—were 
identified as prior factors by >90% of the department administrators.  Demographics did 
not display a significant relationship in the perceptions of either group.  Principal 
investigators did display a higher satisfaction for level of performance for the items of 
importance, especially related to the priority factors at their current institutions. 
 
1 
 
 
Chapter One 
Introduction 
A combination of factors in higher education is converging to bring a unique and 
unprecedented pattern to the fabric of funding from sources beyond the traditional 
revenue stream.  This situation presents crises not previously analyzed or modeled by 
existing research.  Diminishing support from state funding sources, the rising costing gap 
between tuition fees versus the actual educational expenses per student, and the growing 
emphasis on research support for faculty tenure requirements (Serow, 2000), are just a 
few reasons why universities of all types are striving to capture more federal funds in the 
form of research grant and contract awards.  In 1940, the United States Federal 
Government provided $15 million for research and development to a select elite group of 
colleges and universities.  Less than two decades later, this figure had grown to $440 
million and the base number of colleges and universities had expanded dramatically 
(Weaver, 1960). The trend continued to grow to over $15.1 billion of the $84.9 billion 
federal spending awarded exclusively for scientific research purposes to U.S. institutions 
of higher education in 1998 (Burck, 2001; Hansen & Moreland, 2004). The trend towards 
increased federal research funds continues despite tough economic times (Nelson, 2010). 
In fact, American universities have aligned themselves to become indispensable in 
advancing and disseminating specialized research knowledge (Geiger, 2004, p. 335).   
The administration and fiscal oversight of these types of funds normally are 
executed through a centralized office location that handles non-academic, research-
2 
related activities only.  Thus, the Office of Research Administration (ORA), also known 
as Office of Sponsored Research Administration, Division of Sponsored Research 
Programs, Pre-Award and Post-Award Offices, and other numerous variations, has 
become a key component of the central core of the higher education administrative 
infrastructure.  The Office of Research Administration serves as a ―clearing-house‖ or 
conduit between the agency awarding the research funds and the recipient university.  
Typically, the university‘s Office of Research Administration has the final responsibility 
and administrative accountability for review of all research related documents from the 
proposal stage to the completion of the research award.  Negotiations of contract terms 
and indirect cost return are part of the charge of the ORA.  Assurance of compliance with 
both   the regulations of the sponsor agency and with the university policies, at times 
divergent from each other, also falls within the purview of the Office of Research 
Administration (Atkinson, 2002).  Consequently, this is an area of unique responsibilities 
and without a traditional model of activities and constructive disciplines. 
Research efforts funded by federal dollars began to emerge at American 
universities during World War II as a result of governmental wartime needs that could be 
best met by universities since military installations where concentrating primarily on 
weapon systems.  Contracts were given to universities by the federal government to 
compensate the institutions for the related costs incurred plus a nominal amount to cover 
overhead expenses.  This principle, referred to as ―no-loss and no-gain‖ (Geiger, 1993, p. 
6) signifies the United States government‘s intention for universities to neither profit 
monetarily nor incur financial losses from research activities.  Neither did the federal 
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government wish to burden unduly higher education institutions with additional expenses 
required to properly monitor and administer these federal funds. 
The National Defense Research Committee (NDRC) comprising a mixture of 
prestigious university personnel and U.S. company leaders, was credited as a driving 
force in the initial funding of university research (p. 5).  A continuing trend at the onset 
that permeates research administration in the present day stated by Geiger is that:  ―Often 
urgent work was begun immediately and contract terms were negotiated afterward‖ (p.7).  
The NDRC begat the establishment of the Committee on Medical Research (CMR) and 
the Office of Strategic Research and Development (OSRD), which established the first 
indirect cost rate (Atkinson, 2002).  After World War II, research done at universities did 
not automatically revert to military and governmental laboratories, but rather continued to 
grow at the academic settings in the ensuing decades.  The complexity and intricacies of 
the research contracts coupled with the emergence of different major granting agencies 
such as the National Science Foundation (NSF) and the U.S. National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration (NASA) during the 1960s–1970s, brought about the centralization 
of the research administration function at the institution of higher education.  One 
centralized body, empowered by the President of the academic institution, would review, 
negotiate, and sign contracts officially binding the university rather than allowing 
different faculty the ability to enter into complex contracts that could, and often times 
did, produce large financial and legal liabilities on the part of the university (Atkinson, 
2002).  The University of Michigan experienced dramatic growth in research 
expenditures from $386 million in 1994 to $778 million in 2005 (Sivrais & Disney, 
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2006).  The Office of Research Administration has definitely become an integral 
component of central administration at institutions of higher education.   
Problem Statement 
Federal research dollars received by universities come with many restrictions and 
programmatic requirements.  According to Geiger (1993), when federal research funds 
began to be awarded to academic institutions, the highest funded research universities 
included many of the current elite institutions such as Harvard, MIT, CalTech, Johns 
Hopkins, and Princeton.  By the 1960s, this list included public institutions such as the 
University of Michigan, University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) and Ohio State 
University (Graham & Diamond, 1997, p. 38).  These universities served as a ―sounding 
post‖ for other non-elite universities as they established research administration at their 
respective campuses (Atkinson, 2002).  This trend continues today, with professional 
development organizations such as the National Council of University Research 
Administrators (NCURA) and the Society of Research Administrators (SRA), that allow 
the informal exchange of administrative policies and procedures among colleges and 
universities.  Serving as a centralized support unit, the difficulty arises when 
accountability becomes the issue.  Typically, performance metrics such as student 
retention or graduation rate have no meaning and thus, are non-applicable to evaluating 
the overall performance of an Office of Research Administration.   
The March/April 2000 issue of Change asked the question, ―Why is Research the 
Rule?‖ summarizing a study conducted by National Center for Postsecondary 
Improvement researchers Massey and Wilger of Stanford University that found when 
faculty was ask how their discretionary time would be spent, once departmental 
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requirements were removed; 83% responded research, even at liberal arts colleges.  The 
sample population included 378 interviews from eight research universities, three 
doctoral granting universities, four comprehensive universities, and four liberal arts 
colleges. The role of faculty has been changing in recent years especially within research 
universities.  A hierarchical model akin to the pyramid exists where research and 
scholarship are at the pinnacle followed by teaching and then service (Brand, 2000).  
Since Tang and Chamberlain (1987) first studied the attitudes of faculty and 
administration toward research, several studies have identified the changing faculty 
perception regarding the growing importance of research, especially in the tenure process 
(LeBlanc, Jackson, & Wright, 2003; Serow, 2000).  The longstanding tension between 
teaching and researching activities for faculty at many universities is being diminished by 
those studies that indicate research activities can impact teaching effectiveness (Marsh & 
Hattie, 2002)  and facilitate rank promotions for those faculty involved in research 
(Serow, 2000).  Moreover, faculty throughout higher education, hold the belief that 
involvement in research is necessary to maintain professional esteem from their peer 
group (Serow, 2000).  The growing emphasis and importance of research to the faculty 
community creates more pressure for research administration support among the 
academic ranks.   
The goal of research administration is, in general, to facilitate the research 
endeavors of the university, not to serve as an impediment to these endeavors.  Hansen 
and Moreland (2004) cite the Roman god Janus, the two-faced icon as an apt symbol 
depicting research administration, covering from the entrance of a grant on the university 
grounds to the exit or completion of the research. Research administrators face the dual 
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challenges of maintaining fiscal and compliance guidelines that oftentimes create friction 
with the actual faculty researchers, whose prime objective is to conduct a successful 
research project (Ross, 1990).  The research administrators of the ORAs must balance the 
professional academic interests of the faculty, university and outside sponsor 
concurrently despite the fact that these interest groups may have conflicting goals. There 
is limited authority as research administrators often find themselves in the middle of two 
opposing forces—one internally and one externally (Streharsky, 1998).  Added pressure 
appeared in the mid-to-late 1980s with public policy trend moving towards cooperative 
research programs.  These programs entail the university‘s ORA working with multiple 
sponsors and/or with other institutions of higher education for a sole project (Davidson, 
1989). 
While the Principal Investigators (PIs) and the Department Administrators (DAs) 
have little choice but to use the prescribed services of the resident Office of Research 
Administration at their perspective universities, it is important that the securing and 
processing of research awards be handled in an efficient and cost-effective manner.  To 
secure research funds, proposals submitted by faculty researchers are transmitted by the 
Office of Research Administration to the respective governmental agency prior to the 
submission deadline.  ORAs also carry the responsibility of assessment of risk 
management for their faculty and university. Mitigation of these risks also falls to the 
ORA. In certain cases, faculty may desire to pursue research projects without 
consideration of available university resources.  The Office of Research Administration 
serves as a clearinghouse for new awards processing the necessary internal 
documentation to allow the researcher to begin activities on the grant.  During the 
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timeframe of the research project, the ORA serves as a resource to both the PIs and the 
Department Administrators in areas such as budget allocations, allowable expenses, and 
filing of extensions of project deadlines.  The Office of Research Administration is also 
instrumental in processing the closeout documentation at the end of the grant period and 
billing the grantor.  In a typical research award, for every dollar of direct cost spent on 
the grant, the awarding agency provides a certain percentage (referred to as the F&A rate 
ranging from approximately 10% to 60%) to the university to cover generalized overhead 
expenses, such as facilities and administrative costs.  During this closeout phase, the 
ORA staff will be working with the Department Administrators on fiscal issues along 
with the faculty to assure that the research has been completed and the deliverables have 
been met.  The university has expended cash flows to the researchers during the project 
timeframe in anticipation of timely reimbursement from the awarding governmental 
agency.  The ORA is responsible to process the necessary paperwork required to allow 
the university timely recovery of the applicable grant expenditures and associated return 
of facilities and administrative (F&A) costs critical in the light of decreased state funding 
on the academic side. 
Days Outstanding of Receivables and Accounts Receivable Turnover Ratio, 
common evaluation measurements in the business world, may well serve to inform the 
central administration of how quickly research funds are being collected and in turn, be 
designated as a viable and useful performance metric.  Unfortunately, financial metrics of 
this type, even when directly related such as the number of proposals awarded per ORA 
staff member, are of little to no concern to the majority of the constituencies served by 
the Office of Research Administration.  Faculty and department administrators are rarely 
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impacted by the timing of collection of actual cash from the sponsor, therefore, this 
particular metric is not applicable as a performance measurement to distinguish value 
added among the two user groups.  The ORA is a hybrid anomaly in institutions of higher 
education, acting as a business service within an academic setting.  There is no readily 
available financial statement or other quantitative accountability factors that can be 
utilized to effectively measure performance evaluation from the perspective of either 
faculty or department administrators.   
Rationale for Proposal  
The purpose of this study is to better understand the needs and preferences of two 
major stakeholders, faculty and department administrators, in relation to developing 
performance metrics for a centralized Office of Research Administration in the 
environment of higher education.  Several quantifiable metrics are available to use as 
benchmarks, but none include any qualitative aspects of the perceptions held by faculty 
and other university professionals serviced by offices of research administration.  Offices 
of Research Administration have experienced significant growth in the workload volume 
that has rarely translated into a proportional increase in operating resources thereby 
stretching their operating resources to capacity and beyond.  This study will identify the 
services that are important to two major on-campus constituencies.  Knowledge of 
services important in the perceptions of their two internal user groups (principal 
investigators and department administrators) will serve to better inform the Office of 
Research Administration when making strategic decisions regarding allocation of their 
limited resources and, may justify increased share of university resources in the future.  
An additional benefit of this study will be to lessen the fundamental tension between 
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faculty and administration (Kaplan, 1959; Rawls, 1998) in the future by responding to the 
faculty‘s perception of when and how value is added to an administrative support office.  
Research Questions 
The research questions sought to be answered are the following:  What 
performance measures are perceived by the principal investigators and department 
administrators as important factors of a successful Office of Research Administration?  
Are the perceptions of importance of each group related or unrelated?  Are the 
perceptions of importance influenced by demographics?  What are the perceptions of how 
frequently these services are provided by the current institutions of the two user groups? 
Conceptual Framework 
The use of surveys will be the primary research method employed to investigate 
the research questions of this study.  With the conceptual framework nestled in the 
Balanced Scorecard (BSC), it is the intent of this researcher that this study will result in 
the development of meaningful components to customize the BSC for global application 
to Offices of Research Administration, and quite possibly to other administrative offices 
that comprise the infrastructure of university administration as whole.  
The Balanced Scorecard was developed by Kaplan, a Harvard Business School 
Professor, and Norton (1992), and was published in an article in the Harvard Business 
Review. The premise behind the Balanced Scorecard is to utilize a consistent, reliable, 
and comprehensive system of measurements not based solely on financial metrics.  
Numerous books, articles, and organizations dedicated to the Balanced Scorecard 
continue to flourish on a global scale.  The Balanced Scorecard, originally intended for 
use by the corporate sector has been adapted to the government and most recently, in the 
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non-profit dominion as well (Dorweiler & Yakhou, 2005; Niven, 2003; Scholey & 
Armitage, 2006).   
There are four sections that comprise the original Balanced Scorecard:  the 
Customer Perspective; the Internal Business Perspective; the Innovation and Learning 
Perspective; and the Financial Perspective (Kaplan & Norton, 1992).  This dissertation 
will concentrate on the first section, the Customer Perspective as this is seen as the 
driving force, especially in the non-profit sector (Niven, 2003), for the development of 
the remaining three sections of the scorecard.  The Customer Perspective for an Office of 
Research Administration is the most complex aspect of operations since there are 
primarily three distinct groups of customers.  Two groups are internal, comprised of the 
faculty or principal investigators, and the department administrators.  The other group 
contains the governmental agencies and private foundations that are the grantors of the 
research awards.  The performance of an Office of Research Administration has little 
impact on the awarding of research funds and therefore is not addressed in this study.  
The Internal Business Perspectives will evolve from the results of the Customer 
Perspectives as will the Employee Learning and Growth Perspectives giving greater 
importance on determining the Customer Perspectives.  When adapting to the non-profit 
arena, the Financial Perspective is geared towards completing the other perspectives with 
the most efficient use of funds rather than profitability oriented (Niven, 2003).     
Focusing on the Customer Perspective component of the Balanced Scorecard, the 
primary objective of this research is to determine the preferred performance 
measurements of two distinct customer groups that are the users of the services of the 
Office of Research Administration.  Principal Investigators, also referred to as faculty 
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within this research study, are typically the individuals who have secured the research 
funding and are responsible for the actual research conducted by both their research team 
and themselves.  For this study, only principal investigators and co-principal investigators 
will be targeted as other members of the research team tend to be graduate students or 
novice research associations whom have little to no interaction with personnel from the 
Office of Research Administration.  The second targeted user group is the department 
administrators.  These individuals are typically administrative and staff employees as 
opposed to faculty, and have their primary responsibilities connected with all of the 
administrative aspects of the research award from proposal stage through completion of 
the actual research that is performed by the faculty member.  These department 
administrators are not involved in the actual research activities associated with the 
contract or grant but deal with the Offices of Research Administration on an equal basis 
with the principal investigators.  The goal of this dissertation is to determine the most 
appropriate performance measurements to be adopted by Offices of Research 
Administration to better service the two aforementioned stratified internal communities.   
Limitations and Key Assumptions 
Institutions of higher education come in many shapes and sizes.   This study is 
limited by the fact that that not all of the research universities will participate in this 
survey.  Additionally, the principal investigator population was compiled from only two 
awarding agencies, the National Institute of Health and the National Science Foundation.  
While both agencies award funding for diverse topics in research, there is a tendency for 
such awards to be skewed towards the medical and science disciplines.  This factor may 
cause disciplines such as the socio-economic and humanities to be underrepresented.  
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Similarly, an experienced principal investigator may not deal with either of these two 
agencies and consequently, was omitted from this study.   
Individuals who have actual experience with multiple offices of research 
administration were pooled with less experienced individuals, or with experienced 
individuals who may have experience associated with a single office of research 
administration.  The amount of interaction between the survey participants and sponsored 
research administrations was not designed to be measured nor tracked within this study.  
The time factor of dealings with the traditional centralized ORA was not being solicited 
by the survey instruments and therefore, the impact of frequency of communications of 
each user group with their respective centralized office is not considered in this research 
study.  
The survey instrument was scheduled to be distributed electronically to published 
email addresses.  As a result, a key assumption holds that participants will be able to 
receive the initial solicitation and be able to respond without interference from firewalls 
and other technical challenges that may be present within secured college and university 
networks.  Reliance on the validity of published email addresses coupled with accuracy 
of the public electronic faculty/staff directory of colleges and universities may very well 
result in undeliverable survey solicitations.  A key assumption prevailing throughout the 
survey distribution is that the Principal Investigator was still located within the same 
institution as when the grant was awarded originally.   
The criterion of the virtue of honesty on the part of the respondents in answering 
the questionnaires is an assumption of this researcher thereby limiting the study.  Since 
participant incentives were not offered, the tendency to be less than honest with this 
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survey instrument is not viewed as being significant.  This aspect serves to improve the 
overall reliability of content as an added benefit of the data received. 
Initially, there was no inducement offered to promote participation in the 
questionnaire.  Persuasion in the forms of an introductory letter and second email 
requests were selected to serve as motivators.  Enthusiasm and positive reactions to the 
pilot study strongly suggested that low participation would not be a significant factor.  
The adequate response rates confirmed this premise.   
Definition of Terms 
Balanced Scorecard:  Originated by Drs. Kaplan and Norton as a performance 
measurement framework that includes non-financial performance metrics rather 
than relying solely on traditional financial indicators. 
(http://www.balancedscorecard.org/ 
BSCResources/AbouttheBalancedScorecard/tabid/55/Default.aspx) 
Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education:  Classification system 
developed in 1970 by the Carnegie Commission of Higher Education and 
periodically updated providing information on numerous criteria derived from 
empirical data.  (http://classifications.carnegiefoundation.org/) 
Co-Principal Investigator:  A Co-PI may be designated when that individual devotes a 
significant percentage of effort and is instrumental for the completion of the 
research.  (http://www.mtu.edu/research/administration/integrity-
compliance/policies/pi-definition.html) 
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Department Administrator:  Administrative staff at the departmental and dean's office 
levels that provide administrative support for one or more sponsored projects. 
(www.research.umn.edu/spp/roles/pi.html) 
Facilities & Administrative (F&A):  Costs associated with Facilities include depreciation 
and use allowances, interest on debt associated with certain buildings, equipment 
and capital improvements, operation and maintenance expenses, and library 
expenses; Administrative includes general administration and general expenses, 
departmental administration, sponsored projects administration, student 
administration and services, and all other types of expenditures not listed 
specifically under one of the subcategories of Facilities (Circular A-21, 2004). 
Financial Research Administrators (FRA):  Sub-group of members of the National 
Council of University Research Administrators primarily dedicated to financial 
administration of research. 
(http://www.ncura.edu/content/educational_programs/conferences/fra.php) 
Federal Grants:  An award of financial assistance from a federal agency to a recipient to 
carry out a public purpose of support or stimulation authorized by a law of the 
United States.  (http://www.grants.gov/aboutgrants/grants.jsp) 
National Council of University Research Administrators (NCURA):  Professional 
membership organization for individuals in the field of research administration. 
(http://www.ncura.edu/content/about%5Fus/) 
Performance Metrics:  Measures used to evaluate and improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of business processes. http://www.davechaffey.com/ E-marketing-
Glossary/Performance-metrics.htm 
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Primarily Research (see pilot survey):  Higher education institutions that grant in excess 
of 20 doctoral degrees annually and conduct high to very high levels of research 
activity.  http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/classifications/index.asp?key=791 
Primarily Teaching (see pilot survey):  Higher education institution that grants 20 or 
fewer doctoral degrees and may conduct low to medium research activity.  
http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/classifications/index.asp?key=791 
Principal Investigator (PI):  Primary individual in charge of a research grant, cooperative 
agreement, training or public service project, contract, or other sponsored project. 
Primarily, but not exclusively classified as faculty.  
(www.research.umn.edu/spp/roles/pi.html) 
SRA International (SRA):  Professional society promoting education and awareness of 
sponsored research internationally.  
(http://www.srainternational.org/sra03/template/tntbAB.cfm?id=557) 
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Chapter Two   
Literature Review 
The literature review is composed of two sections: (a) review of the literature on 
the Balanced Scorecard; and (b) review of the literature on research and research 
administration.  There have been an abundance of articles and books written since Kaplan 
and Norton unveiled the concept of the Balanced Scorecard in the Harvard Business 
Review in 1992.  Several iterations from Generation I to Generation II and numerous 
Modified Balanced Scorecards have been developed, implemented, and results published.   
The Balanced Scorecard  
 
 The Balanced Scorecard first appeared in the Harvard Business Review (Kaplan 
& Norton, 1992 in the constantly cited article, ―The Balanced Scorecard:  Measures that 
Drive Performance.‖  The notion that firms should not rely solely on financial 
measurements ignited the business world to rethink strategies across the world.  
Widespread adoption within the business community has been well documented over the 
years (Beard, 2009; Hoffecker, 1994; Karanthos & Karanthos, 2005).  In fact, a search of 
any database will yield thousands of articles and books on this topic but rather limited 
material when dealing with academic settings.  
 Various applications of the Balanced Scorecard appear throughout the literature 
adapted by a myriad of users; the health-care industry (Gurd & Gao, 2008), natural 
disaster management (Moe, Gehbauer, Senitz, & Mueller, 2007); the construction 
industry (Pineno, 2004) to name a few.  The Balanced Scorecard has even been adapted 
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to meet the needs of consumers when making buying decisions (Burden, 1994).  Further 
adaptation occurred in 2003, when Niven authored the book, ―Balanced scorecard step-
by-step for government and nonprofit agencies.‖  This book is a significant contributing 
factor to this research study.  Despite the fact that Niven did not specifically address non-
profit academia, the premise of this work can be associated to colleges and universities. 
The fact that the government entities and non-profit organizations depicted by Niven 
have the same innate premise of mission rather than profits, makes these applicable to a 
certain extent to institutions of higher education. 
Academic Applications of the Balanced Scorecard 
While there may exist a plethora of information pertaining to the Balanced 
Scorecard in the business arena, very little has been penned dealing with the Balanced 
Scorecard as it pertains to higher education.   The sparse writings primarily are focused 
on the Balanced Scorecard in a purely academic or programmatic setting such as 
―Scorecard for academic administration performance on the campus‖ written by 
Dorweiler and Yakhou (2005).  Dorweiler and Yakhou (2005) did classify faculty under 
the Customer Perspective, yet, this research was slanted toward the administration in 
relation to purely academic matters involving students along with programs of study and 
failed to address research administration as a separate or identifiable component.  The 
Balanced Scorecard is seen through the eyes of the authors for the purpose of long-term 
strategic planning tool that can be utilized in accessing the overall academic performance 
of the institution based exclusively on educational not research factors.  Nevertheless, this 
article does provide valuable insight into the feasibility of implementing the Balanced 
Scorecard approach to an academic, non-profit environment.  No empirical evidence was 
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provided within the published article that was based on theoretical application to a 
generic academic setting. 
Another application of the Balance Scorecard, again in a purely academic setting 
as the focus of a study conducted in 1996 where deans of thirty-eight business schools 
were surveyed on their opinion to determine any beneficial nature of a Balanced 
Scorecard approach and implementation at their respective campuses.  All but three 
respondents indicated scores greater than five to 10-point scale.  The overall response 
was 7.7 indicating that the deans were in favor of the Balanced Scorecard approach 
(Bailey, Chow, & Haddad, 1999).  Additionally, deans were solicited for their 
suggestions on measurements for performance evaluation under the Customer 
Perspective.  Of the 87 items mentioned, only ―Encouragement given to faculty to engage 
in inter-development activities‖ was remotely related to research activities.  ―Further, 
inter-development activities‖ was also comprised from presentations and attendance at 
regional and national conferences (p. 169-170).  This study serves as a model in 
determining comparable measurements for faculty in a research versus academic setting.     
The similarities of the Balanced Scorecard components were linked to the 
Baldrige National Quality Program in the article, ―Applying the Balanced Scorecard to 
Education‖ (Karathanos & Karathanos, 2005) and revisited in the article, ―Successful 
Applications of the Balanced Scorecard in Higher Education‖ (Beard, 2009).  These 
articles identify the overlap of a majority of the criteria used in accessing excellence in 
performance by the Baldrige National Quality Program with factors also used in 
application of the Balanced Scorecard.  Three models were depicted of those academic 
settings that were recipients of the Baldrige Education Awards along with their respective 
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Balanced Scorecard.  Although two of the three examples were school districts and not 
related to higher education, the third example presented was the University of Wisconsin-
Stout.  The Balanced Scorecard was developed for the overall institution and was not 
specifically designed for one specific service unit such as the Office of Research 
Administration.  There was a lack of supporting documentation to discern the 
methodology for the inclusion or weighting of the listed components of the Balanced 
Scorecard.  These articles are encouraging in that the Balanced Scorecard approach has 
other benefits that are not directly related to this research project.   
Research conducted by Lipe and Salterio (2000) determining the judgmental 
effects of performance measures of the balanced scorecard in a business environment 
highlights the impact of common measures versus unique measures.  Graduate students in 
an MBA program were use to implement Balanced Scorecard approaches dealing with 
common measures, those that can be applied to various units of the firm, and unique 
measures, those specific to a particular area.  One of the benefits of the Balanced 
Scorecard methodology includes the ability to establish unique measures for each setting 
(p. 284).  However, this study found that common measures tend to be over used and 
more heavily impacted on a judgmental basis (p. 297).  Thus, the potential 
underutilization of the very factors that make the business successful will adversely affect 
the strategic success of an entity whose Balanced Scorecard is not tailored sufficiently 
towards its unique corpus. 
International Academic Applications of the Balanced Scorecard  
Scorecard approaches been attempted in conjunction with other aspects of the 
operations of institutions of higher education with success.  However these applications 
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were primarily, if not solely related to student issues and thus, not directly related to 
provide predictors for the subject topic of this study. For example, a Balanced Scorecard 
approach has been utilized in resource allocation within South African universities 
(Negash, 2008) as well as to track the academic success within diverse student 
populations (Sorenson, 2006).  These applications illustrate the perpetuating theme 
throughout institutions of higher education of applying the Balanced Scorecard as a 
performance related to student issues rather than to faculty, staff, or current research 
issues.  The customer indentified in the settings of these studies is the student, not anyone 
from the internal user groups of the principal investigators and department administrators.  
Research Administration 
The majority of the published literature related to research administration appears 
primarily in two publications.  Research Management Review and The Journal of 
Research Administration are products of NCURA and SRA respectively, the two 
professional organizations for research administrators.  The scopes of many of the articles 
surround the administrative aspect rather than address the communities serviced by 
ORAs. Articles are peer-reviewed for the journals adding integrity to the body of these 
works.   
Steinberg‘s dissertation (1973) entitled ―A Study of University Research 
Administration:  Organizational Structure, Function and Effectiveness‖ used empirical 
quantifiers to address the reporting organization, operations, and cost effectiveness from 
the administration viewpoint not from a qualitative or customer service perspective.  
―Perceptions of Research Administrators on the Value of Certification‖, a doctoral 
dissertation by Roberts (2005), studied the perceived value of professional certification of 
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research administrators.  Here again, these dissertations did not address the faculty 
attitudes and working relationships toward sponsored research administration.   
Currently, the Society of Research Administrators International (SRA), the 
National Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO), and the 
Higher Education Practice of KPMG Consulting, Inc., have joined forces to develop a 
national benchmarking program for academic research administration (Kirby & 
Waugaman, 2002).  Bearing Point, Inc. currently provides a website pertaining to this 
project that was developed for use by executive leadership levels of the institution.  Three 
rounds of data collection have been compiled for FY 1998, FY 2000, and FY 2002.  
According to the website, (www.higheredbenchmarking.com) data and questions are still 
being considered for the FY 2006 survey. Twenty (20) pre-defined benchmarks identified 
from previous surveys range in data collection of total research expenditures, to 
percentage of faculty research staff acting as Principal Investigators, to dollar amount of 
accounts receivable that are 120 days overdue.  All of the benchmarking factors are 
essentially quantitative in nature and do not investigate faculty perceptions for 
performance measurements of research administration.  In the case of the percentage of 
faculty research staff acting as Principal Investigators, no further follow-up research is 
done to determine the reasons behind those faculty members that are not functioning as 
Principal Investigators.  Indeed, the survey is designed to be completed by one individual 
at each institution, typically the Director or Vice-President of Research for the institution.  
Individuals such as faculty and mid-level administrators are not surveyed.  The results of 
this fee-based survey are provided to participating institutions and include a comparison 
report against institutions similar in size. 
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The Role of Research Administrators 
Although limited to the southeastern region of the United States including Puerto 
Rico, background information regarding the demographic characteristics of research 
administration professionals has been obtained from an article by Roberts and House 
(2006), entitled ―Profile of a Research Administrator.‖  Roberts and House readily admit 
that their survey should be expanded to include other regions of the country.   
Similar commentary can be linked to ―The Role of the Research Administrator‖ 
authored by Kaplan (1959).  Though somewhat dated, this study offers core insights into 
the establishment, development, and evolution or the different facets involved in the job 
function of a research administrator nearly three decades ago.  The findings of this study 
highlighted the significant differences in the orientation between research administration 
and that of the scientific community (p. 39).  Kaplan found that the scientist identifies 
with science and the specific area of specialization extending beyond the university 
boundaries.  Whereas the research administrator identifies with the internal environment 
of administration and management, thus, further hindering the achievement of mutual 
objectives and goals. 
Two additional articles, ―Time Management for the Research Administrator‖ and 
―Best-and Worst-Practices in Research Administration,‖ authored by Hesselton-Mangan 
(2003) and Miner, Miner, and Griffith (2003), respectively, contribute to one‘s 
appreciation of the administrative challenges presented daily to the research 
administrators.  Both publications were centered exclusively on the central research 
administration and did not include input from either faculty or department administrators 
in the context of the articles. 
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Perceptions of Research Administrators 
More recently, Welker and Cox (2006) conducted a limited survey of research 
administrators at Carnegie Doctoral/Research Universities – Intensive and –Extensive.  
Senior research administrators were asked their perceptions on numerous broadly defined 
topics pertaining to the research activities at their respective universities.  The sample 
respondents numbered 95 and represented 35 different states.  This study will be helpful 
to determine if any commonalties occur between central research administrators and the 
two population groups (faculty and department administrators) upon completion of this 
dissertation.  
The concept of preference in a model research administration to preserve integrity 
from the perspective of the Office of Research Administration was the subject of research 
by three individuals at two campuses of the University of Arkansas (Atkinson, Gilleland, 
& Pearson, 2007).  This study deals exclusively with research administrators rather than 
the populations served by the Office of Research Administration that will be explored by 
this dissertation research.  The results of the Research Environment Norm Inventory 
(RENI) will be analyzed for appropriateness and applicability upon completion of this 
research. 
Similarly, ―Opportunities for maximizing the effectiveness of the 
administrator/research relationship‖, written by Ross (1990) analyzes the basic 
interpersonal factors between research administrators and research scientists. Ross 
maintains that ―even common administrative tasks may be approached in a different 
manner in a research environment‖.  Ross recommends a positive relationship between 
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the research administrators and research scientists based on a service-orientated role of 
research administrators.  
Faculty Behavior Toward Research 
One study that has addressed some of the issues pertaining to the research 
question was conducted by the Nevada Cancer Institute (Cole, 2006) that deals with 
research behavior of faculty that leads to success in grant funding.  The study provides an 
overall understanding at certain motivators and identified a Comprehensive Federal 
Funding Model based on dollar value and/or number of awards.  The University Support 
component of the study was addressed in a generalized, en-masse basis that included 
facilities, computer resources, even machine shops.  The attitudes of the faculty toward 
an office of research administration were not isolated in the study. 
Another study that provides useful insights about faculty behaviors towards 
research and administration in general was conducted by Sterner, Associate Director, 
Office of Sponsored Programs at the University of Cincinnati.  The findings were 
summarized in an article entitled ―Faculty Attitudes Toward Involvement in Grant-
Related Activities at a Predominantly Undergraduate Institution (PUI)‖ that appeared in 
the Winter/Spring 1999 issue of SRA Journal.  Sterner‘s study results indicated that 
faculty at Bradley University: 
Perceive a paradox between what the [Bradley University] administration says  
about teaching/research balance and what the system dictates, particularly in  
regard to tenure and promotion. (p. 5) 
Over 55% of the faculty at BU believed that the university did not have sufficient 
resources to support their research.  Some of the recommendations of the study, such as 
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dissemination of better quality funding information and grant writing skills workshops, 
directly relate to the Office of Research Administration (p. 19). 
The importance of research in the global academic sphere is illustrated in the 
2007 research study conducted at Kuwait University and published by Al-Enezi in the 
December issue of International Journal of Management.  To elevate the scholarly 
reputation of the university, the administration allocated 2.2 million Kuwaiti dinars 
during the fiscal year 2005/2006 for internal research projects (p. 713).  Since the amount 
was not fully utilized, Kuwait University decided to conduct additional research to 
identify the issues that were at the root of the reluctance on the part of faculty members to 
apply for these awards.  This study will be beneficial to analyze any similarities among 
the faculty at American institutions versus their international counterparts. 
Customer Satisfaction in Higher Education 
 Despite the fact that this research study does not directly investigate the quality of 
the services provided by the Offices of Research Administration, customer satisfaction 
does play an underlying role.  When dealing with higher education, the student often is 
designated as the customer and thus, the majority of the existing literature is written with 
the central focus on the students of the institution rather than on principal investigators 
and department administrator.  Emanuel and Adams (2006, p. 537), agree that service is 
difficult to measure and should be assessed as a measurement.  The Quality of Instructor 
Service to Students (QISS) was developed by the former to identify quality service in the 
eyes of the students who were designated as the customers with the faculty being the 
service providers.  The QISS deals exclusively with academic issues and is not applicable 
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to a business-oriented unit such as the Office of Research Administration that has virtual 
no direct impact on the students.   
 Another study using the SERVQUAL model, first published by Parasuraman, 
Zeithaml & Berry in 1985, as a premise to measure customer satisfaction was conducted 
by two researchers at the University of North Texas in 2007 (Stodnick & Rogers, 2008) 
to evaluate the classroom environment.  The adapted SERVQUAL instrument proved 
reliable in this study to measure the required criteria of student-related outcomes.  
However, students were asked of their impression of services already received or 
experienced, such as ―The classroom is kept clean and free of distractions‖ (Stodnick & 
Rodgers, 2008, p. 133), not how important it is to have a clean, quiet classroom, which 
would be more applicable to this research study.  Therefore, this study is not applicable to 
the research questions proposed herein. 
 Another study incorporating teaching by the faculty and the learning experience 
of the student was conducted in the United Kingdom.  Evans (2007) concluded that 
satisfaction is contingent upon customer expectations.  In this case, the student, again was 
viewed as the customer. This study further reiterates the increased concern, even globally 
with the customer satisfaction component within higher education.  However, this study 
also enforces the lack of customer service research in higher education that does not have 
the student as the customer.  
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Chapter Three 
Research Methods 
Since there is a scarcity of literature and research regarding this nascent 
appendage of higher education known as research administration, this study will provide 
a basis for effective communication among central administration, faculty(principal 
investigators), and decentralized non-faculty personnel (department administrators) to 
enable potential conflicting goals to be identified and mitigated to preserve the integrity 
of both the research and the reputation of the university.  This study also probes the 
discerning perceptions of benefits as identified from the two user groups.  The research 
questions seek to identify any significant difference in the importance of the rating scales 
between the principal investigators and the department administrators for maximization 
of resource allocation by Offices of Research Administration.   
The main research question centers on the identification of those important factors 
critical to the perception of a successful Office of Research Administration in the eyes of 
the two major internal communities served by the ORA.  This research will explore 
whether these factors are the same for both the Principal Investigator group and the 
Departmental Administrator group, and seek to determine if those concepts are isolated 
or shared by two user groups. Additionally, the influence of demographics in the 
perception of the importance of certain attributes is explored within this study.  Lastly, 
the research sought to determine whether duplicative factors hold different significance 
of importance for each core user group.  Based on the instrument design, correlations 
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may be determined between what each user group deems as important and whether or not 
that particular item is present at their current institution. 
Research Design 
 The conceptual framework for this research is based on the Customer Perspective 
from the Balanced Scorecard, modified by Niven (2003) for government and nonprofit 
actors.  The internal population groups for the Customer Perspective was stratified into 
two distinct sections:  (a) Principal Investigators (PIs) normally classified by their 
institutions as faculty; and (b) Department Administrators, who more frequently fall into 
the category of non-faculty classifications referred to as administrative or staff.  Two 
questionnaires were administered specifically for the assessment of the preferences of the 
specific population group.  The surveys, similar in content, provided for the increased 
study of interrelationships of particular characteristics.  The preferences, indicated by 
each group, were assessed for the purposes of the development of a BSC applicable to 
Offices of Research Administration.  The results of this study can be analyzed to craft 
strategic policies for resource utilization and determine best practices for offices of 
research administration. 
Survey Approach 
Survey questions serve as the basis of the research methods for both the pilot 
study and the final research study.  The use of survey research provides access to the 
large population that is dispersed throughout the United States.  Surveys have the 
characteristics of being able to cover broad databases with minimum associated costs. 
Using a formalized and structured survey research method implies substantial relevance 
to the questions comprising the survey instruments.   
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Survey Instrument Design 
  Due to the scarcity of research in this field, a proven survey instrument was not 
readily available that would collect appropriate data required to answer the research 
questions stated herein.  Initially, questionnaires were solicited from institutions of higher 
education that had previously canvassed their internal communities regarding various 
customer satisfaction factors.  These questionnaires were analyzed to determine the 
present factors being informally tested by various institutions of higher education that are 
involved in research activities.  Three samples of surveys were received from other 
institutions, none of which dealt exclusively with Offices of Research Administration nor 
were any targeted specifically towards the diverse target populations of faculty and 
department administrators.  
Two surveys were determined to be necessary for demographic or objective 
results.  For example, faculty positions tend to range from Assistant Professor, Associate 
Professor, Professor, and Dean, whereas department administration positions reflect job 
position titles along the continuum of Administrative Assistant, Coordinator, and 
Director.  While separate survey instruments were created for each of the two user 
groups, subjective questions are, for the most part, identical in substance.  Where the 
survey asked the importance of Offices of Research Administration offering training, the 
response pertained to new principal investigators on the Principal Investigator Survey and 
towards new department administrators on the Department Administrator Survey.        
Survey development entailed the use of a variety of models used in faculty 
perception studies and service related research (Meyer, 2009; Regino, 2009; Sullivan & 
Estes, 2007; Ulrich, Brockbank, Yeung, & Lake, 1995), supplemented by a search of 
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websites of various institutions to determine present practices and procedures. Both 
surveys are based on objective and subjective questions and follow the five standards 
promoted by Fowler (1995):  
1. Questions need to be consistently understood. 
2. Questions need to be consistently administered or communicated to 
respondents. 
3. What constitutes an adequate answer should be consistently communicated. 
4. Unless measuring knowledge is the goal of the question, all respondents 
should have access to the information needed to answer the questions 
accurately. 
5. Respondents must be willing to provide the answers called for in the question. 
(Source: Improving Survey Questions: Design and Evaluation, p. 4). 
 The survey instrument is composed of three parts for each of the user groups.  
One part identifies certain attributes and their importance for the successful operation of 
an Office of Research Administration, as viewed by either the principal investigator or 
the department administrator.  The second part of the survey instrument lists the existing 
attributes present at the current institution of the participant.  The third part of the survey 
contains demographic data (type of institution, amount of research funding, position, and 
years of experience) to describe the relationship between demographics and perceived 
values.  For the pilot study, the demographic data was the first part, followed by the 
importance of certain attributes, and the current existing attributes was the final section.  
However, for the data collection process of this dissertation, the sequence was rearranged 
in the following order:  importance of certain attributes, the current existing attributes, 
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and finally, the demographic section.  The most critical section is the importance of 
certain attributes in answering the primary research questions.  Therefore, this section 
appears first, in the event that a respondent tires, or chose not to complete the entire 
questionnaire.  
Pilot Study 
 The pilot study had two goals:  (a) the identification of important attributes for 
perceived value by the two user groups; and (b) to determination if any correlations 
existed both within and across the groups.  Twenty items were listed to determine the 
attribute importance to both faculty and department administrators with a 5-point Likert-
type rating of:  ―Very Important,‖ ―Important,‖ ―Somewhat Important,‖ ―Not Important,‖ 
and ―Not Sure.‖  Following the 20 items, was an open-ended question asking the 
participant to list other important aspects associated with Offices of Research 
Administration.  The same 20 items were repeated in the section dealing with what is 
presently being offered at the participant‘s current institution.  Again, a 5-point Likert-
type rating was provided as follows: ―Consistently,‖ ―Usually,‖ ―Occasionally,‖ 
―Rarely,‖ and ―Not Sure.‖   
Data Collection - Department Administrators 
The pilot test for department administrator group was conducted at a national 
professional meeting held in early February 2009.  The Financial Research 
Administrators (FRA), a sub-group of the National Council of University Research 
Administrators, held their annual conference in San Diego, California from February 9th  
through February 11th.  The survey for the department administrators was distributed as a 
convenience survey at a national meeting of this sub-group of NCURA members.  Using 
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this event provided the opportunity to address a national audience.  A convenience survey 
provides the advantage of personalized contact.  An additional advantage is the fact that a 
person is available onsite should any questions arise pertaining to the survey.  However, a 
convenience survey can be costly in both time and travel expenses.  The continued use of 
convenience surveys could be considered detrimental to reliability because of location-
specific distribution. The use of electronic version distribution promotes a more 
widespread and diverse inclusion of participants as one is not reliant upon the availability 
of discretionary travel funds and attendance at conferences. 
In the case of the pilot sample, hard copies of the Department Administrators 
Survey were administered during a three-day conference meeting in San Diego, 
California.  The meeting attendees were members of NCURA –FRA (Financial Research 
Administrators), a sub-group with heavy participation from department administrators 
whose main function is dedicate to the financial aspect of research administration.  Hard 
copy surveys were located at a table adjacent to the registration area throughout the 
conference.  An envelope for completed surveys was prominently displayed on a bulletin 
board next to the table.  This researcher also attended the conference and augmented the 
distribution of the surveys through announcements during the various conference 
sessions.  Individuals completing this survey did not have any significant problems with 
the instrument that required in-person clarification; leading to the conclusion that an 
online survey would be applicable for future data collection. 
Data Analysis–Department Administrators 
In total, 24 surveys were collected from department administrators over the three-
day period of the FRA Conference.  Of the 24 collected, one survey respondent neglected 
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to complete fully the survey, leaving the section dealing with the existing attributes of 
their current institution unanswered.  The sample represents a suitable balance of the 
different types of institutions with 37.5% from Medical Universities, 29.2% from 
institutions categorized as Primarily Research (no medical college affiliations), and 
25.0% from institutions categorized as Primarily Teaching.  The percentage received 
from the Primarily Teaching Sector can be significant to determine if any correlations 
exists with the Primarily Research Institutions. More respondents were from public 
institutions (62.5%) than from private institutions (33.3%) and 54.2% of all respondents 
listed their current job positions within the Medical/Health Science Colleges of their 
institutions.   
A potential factor for bias of the survey results noted in the pilot study was the 
fact that 75% of the participants listed the total annual research dollars of their current 
institution at the $100+ million level.  The distribution location contributes significantly 
to the concentrated presence of universities within the highest range of annual research 
dollars. Larger research universities and medical colleges have the tendency to send their 
staff members to national meetings whereas budget constraints on small institutions, 
especially in the current economic climate have curtailed the ability for administrative 
travel.  This anomaly would be mitigated in the actual research study by the distribution 
of the survey through email and internet means.  The sample group will not be stratified 
by the amount of travel funds available.  The pilot study was viewed as balanced, due to 
the fact that, when asked the amount of annual research dollars handled by the individual 
respondent, 95% cover three ranges from $2 million dollars to $25+ million, with 50% 
falling in the ranges from five million dollars up to $25 million.   
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The frequency distributions indicate a variety of responses covering the spectrum 
from ―Not Important‖ to ―Very Important‖ for the most part.  One item, ―Amount of time 
from award notification until all internal paperwork is completed,‖ solicited responses of 
―Very Important‖ and ―Important‖ only from the department administrative surveys.  
Initially, the researcher was concerned and contemplated removal of this item from future 
questionnaires.  However, upon comparison to the faculty response for the same item, 
different results emerged.  Faculty responses for this item did fall below the ―Important‖ 
level.  Therefore, this item was retained for the final questionnaire.   
Table 1 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the responses to the Department 
Administrator Surveys.  Percentages of ―Very Important,‖ ―Important,‖ ―Somewhat 
Important,‖ ―Not Important,‖ and ―Not Sure‖ of each individual attribute indicating 
preference towards performance metrics are presented in the table.   
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Table 1  
Descriptive Analysis of Department Administrator’s Preference for 
Performance Metrics (Pilot Study) 
 
Variable – Significance of  Importance 
% 
Very 
Important 
% 
Important 
% 
Somewhat 
Important 
% 
Not 
Important 
% 
Not 
Sure 
Notification of all available funding opportunities 
sent directly to department 
8.7 39.1 26.1 21.7 4.3 
Notification of funding opportunities only applicable 
to your department area of expertise 
17.4 43.5 21.7 17.4 0.0 
Listing of funding opportunities in a central location 
such as a website that I can view on my time 
schedule. 
17.4 26.1 39.1 17.4 0.0 
Dealing with same individual for both pre-award 
and post-award issues. 
25.0 4.2 33.3 37.5 0.0 
Dealing with one pre-award specialist and one post-
award specialist. 
39.1 17.4 21.7 17.4 4.3 
My contact person at SRA has the designation of 
CRA (Certified Research Administrator) 
8.3 8.3 29.2 25.0 29.2 
Training offered by SRA for new department 
administrators / principal investigators. 
37.5 37.5 16.7 4.2 4.2 
Training offered by SRA to cover updates and 
changes in policies and procedures. 
43.5 47.8 4.3 0.0 4.3 
Billing and collections handled by Centralized 
Sponsored Research Administration personnel. 
33.3 58.3 4.2 0.0 4.2 
Amount of time from award notification until all 
Internal Paperwork is completed. 
58.3 41.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Notification by Sponsored Research Administration 
of impending end dates of project. 
26.1 39.1 34.8 0.0 0.0 
Phone calls are answered with a friendly tone. 41.7 41.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 
Phone messages are returned within 24-48 hours. 
45.8 45.8 8.3 0.0 0.0 
Emails are responded to within 24-48 hours. 54.2 37.5 8.3 0.0 0.0 
Policies and Procedures are published and 
convenient to access. 
 
50.0 
 
45.8 
 
4.2 
 
0.0 
 
0.0 
Forms are available through Internet access and are 
easy to locate. 
62.5 33.3 0.0 4.2 0.0 
The SRA Office offers flexible hours  -  available 
before 8 am and after 5 pm or on weekends 
12.5 16.7 45.8 25.0 0.0 
Technical assistance provided by SRA with Internet 
sites including Grants.gov. 
37.5 45.8 8.3 4.2 4.2 
All departments/colleges are treated equally by the 
SRA office. 
43.5 34.8 13.0 4.3 4.3 
Hotline or some confidential of reporting 
irregularities is available. 
29.2 33.3 29.2 8.3 0.0 
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Correlation Analysis – Department Administrators 
Several significant correlations emerged from the data collected during the pilot 
study for the Department Administrator Survey further validating the research 
instrument.  The Pearson Correlation Coefficient was analyzed in SPSS 17.0 to determine 
relationships, if any between the attributes.  The strongest correlation (r = .804) occurs 
between the phone messages and emails being returned within 24-48 hours, not an 
unexpected correlation.  Similarly, the training attributes and those items related to 
notification of funding opportunities demonstrate strong associations.  More interesting 
correlations surfaced between attributes not definitively related at first glance.  
Notification of funding opportunities pertaining to the department‘s expertise displayed 
significant correlations with both flexible office hours (r = .385) and dealing with 
separate pre-award and post-award individuals (r = .562). 
Not all correlations were positive, supporting the diversity and strength of the 
survey questions.  The importance of dealing with the same individual in pre-award and 
post-award indicates a negative relationship when paired with the importance of billing 
and collections being handled by the Office of Research Administration (r = -.361).  An 
inverse relationship also exists between the preference of  dealing with separate pre-
award and post-award individuals and the importance of technical assistance offered by 
the Office of Research Administration (r = -.367).   
The lack of correlation appears within the data results as well.  In fact, analysis 
between the importance of a hotline or some confidential reporting mechanism and the 
importance of the availability and accessibility forms from the Internet nearly achieved a 
perfect zero correlation coefficient (r =.01) indicating no relationship between the two 
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attributes.    Likewise, training for updates and changes in policies and procedures paired 
with the importance of equal treatment for all colleges approached zero from the negative 
direction (r = -.016).  Table 2 shows correlation coefficients between all of the attributes. 
 
38  
Table 2 
Correlation Matrix – Department Administrators – (Pilot Study) 
 
  Survey Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 11 12 13  14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
 
1)Funding Notice to Dept 
 
      1 
 
.321 
 
.626 
 
.240 
 
.231 
 
.214 
 
-.313 
 
-.055 
 
.047 
 
-.143 
 
-.359 
 
.025 
 
 .109 
 
.333 
 
-.337 
 
-.067 
 
.122 
 
.268 
 
.129 
 
  .124 
2)Pers. Funding Notice   .321 1 .367 -.231 .562 .308 -.233 -.078 .392 .228 -.106 .266 .177 .298 .227  .233 .385 -.010 .010   .134 
3)Web List of Funding .626 .367 1 .222 .078 .378 -.325 -.223 .013 -.192 -.244 .024 .076 .222 -.260 -.014 .232 .094 .296  .204 
4)Same Pers – Pre/Post .240 -.231    .222 1 -.108 .212 -.034 .281 -.361 -.096 .249 .147 .028 -.101 -.174 -.109 .163 .166 -.012   .063 
5)One Pre One Post .231 .562 .078 -.108 1 .325 -.323 .165 .405 .089 -.059 .156 -.176 .098  .139 -.031 .278 -.367 -.307 -.008 
6)Cert Res Administrator .214 .308 .378 .212 .325 1 .131 .268 -.187 .081 -.281 -.024 -.148 -.084 -.212 -.117 .048 -.063 -.059   .133 
7)New Trainings -.313 -.233 -.325 -.034 -.323 .131 1 .639 -.047 .081 .053 -.222 -.316 -.311 .070 .057 -.212 .161 -.039 .127 
8)Update Trainings -.055 -.078 -.223 .281 .165 .268 .639 1 .216 .060 -.046 -.037 -.253 -.196 .182 .127 .048 -.110 -.016 .154 
9)Billings & Collections .047 .392 .013 -.361 .405 -.187 -.047 .216 1 .066 .022 .204 -.039 .165 .440 -.081 .225 -.262 .031 .347 
10)Setup Internal Acct -.143 .228 -.192 -.096 .089 .081 .081 .060 .066 1 .370 .176 .100 .077 .232 .409 .239 .240 .066 .209 
11)End Date Notices -.359 -.106 -.244 .249 -.059 -.281 .053 -.046 .022 .370 1 .034 -.027 -.098 .092 .010 .388 -.046 .115 .329 
12)Friendly Phone Tone .025 .266 .024 .147 .156 -.024 -.222 -.037 .204 .176 .034 1 615 .560 .426 .307 .061 .3 91 .260 .061 
13)Phone Msg 24hr .109 .177 .076 .028 -.176 -.148 -.316 -.253 -.039 .100 -.027 .615 1 .804 .328 .478 .174 .281 .538 .105 
14)Email Msg 24hr .333 .298 .222 -.101 .098 -.084 -.311 -.196 .165 .077 -.098 .560 .804 1 .220 .462 .286 .265 .642 .194 
15)EZ Policy Access -.337 .227 -.260 -.174 .139 -.212 .070 .182 .440 .232 .092 .426 .328 .220 1 .414 .320 .006 .074 .064 
16)EZ Form Access -.067 .233 -.014 -.109 -.031 -.117 .057 .127 -.081 .409 .010 .307 .478 .462 .414 1 .240 .410 .281 .010 
17)Flexible Hours .122 .385 .232 .163 .278 .048 -.212 .048 .225 .239 .388 .061 .174 .286 .320 .240 1 -.103 .334 .313 
18)Technical Assist .268 -.010 .094 .166 -.367 -.063 .161 -.110 -.262 .240 -.046 .319 .281 .265 .006 .410 -.103 1 .114 -.030 
19)Equal Treatment .129 .010 .296 -.012 -.307 -.059 -.039 -.016 .031 .066 .115 .260 .538 .642 .074 .281 .334 .114 1 .526 
20)Confidential Hotline .124 .134  .204 .063 -.008 .133 .127 .154 .347 .209 .329 .061 .105 .194 .064 .010 .313 -.030 .526 1 
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From the Pilot Study, few comments were received on the open-ended question 
regarding other important aspects associated with an Office of Research Administration.  
Three comments centered on the theme of keeping current with availability of awards and 
current policy changes.  These comments served to reaffirm related attributes listed on 
the questionnaire.  One comment listed the need for ORAs to have a better understanding 
of their ―customer.‖  A final written comment suggested that the Office of Research 
Administration should be more flexible in dealing with cost sharing policies. 
 Surprisingly, more comments were received verbally from the respondents who 
complained that the survey was too long (two and a half pages).  This comment could 
have been an environmental-related factor.  The majority of the respondents completed 
the survey while standing up and leaning over a high-top table, rather than comfortably 
seated, perhaps in front of a computer.   
Several comments dealt with the choice of descriptors in the current existing 
attributes section.  The terms occasionally and rarely were seen as being synonymous 
thereby, difficult to differentiate between the two.  The absence of the term ―Never‖ was 
mentioned on the survey and in subsequent conversations.  The final survey instrument 
eliminated the term ―Rarely,‖ kept the term, ―Occasionally,‖ and inserted the term, 
―Never‖ as a response item. 
In the Pilot Study, the body of the both surveys used the term ―SRA‖ Office to 
depict the term Sponsored Research Administration Office, another term used at certain 
institutions to refer to the Office of Research Administration.  This acronym can be 
confusing due to the existence of the Society of Research Administrators (SRA) 
International, a professional organization for research administrators.  This acronym was 
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replaced with ORA in the research study to avoid any potential conflicts.  A sample 
Department Administrator Survey from the pilot study is included in Appendix A. 
Data Collection – Principal Investigators 
The second stage of the pilot study concentrated on The Principal Investigator 
Survey.  These questionnaires were distributed to principal investigators via personalized 
emailing.  Emailing of questionnaires appeared appropriate to this sample group since the 
researcher did not have either the knowledge or the access to an audience of faculty from 
different institutions of higher education and from the various disciplines.  Furthermore, 
the existence of a lack of administrative support available for a regular mailing coupled 
with the reduced cost factors make the email option very attractive as a means of data 
collection (Michaelidou & Dibb, 2006). 
The pilot test for the principal investigators was deployed via a tiered email 
method. A cross-section of universities was designated to assure participation from 
various types of institutions.  Initially, principal investigators known to the researcher 
were solicited to complete the survey instrument.  Principal investigators were 
encouraged to forward the survey instrument to other colleagues for their completion and 
input.  The second tier respondents were not previously known by the researcher.  The 
completed surveys returned encompassed private as well as public colleges and 
universities; however, the majority of respondents were from public institutions (83%).  
Primarily research universities comprised the largest portion of the sample surveyed with 
62.5%.   
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Data Analysis – Principal Investigators   
Unlike the responses received from the department administrators, a significant 
portion (25%) of the principal investigators (PI) group stated that they were uncertain 
about the total annual research dollars associated with their current institutions.  The 
majority of the respondents (62.5%) listed annual research funding between $50 million 
and greater.  In fact, 41.7% reported total annual research dollars in excess of $100 
million.   
Survey results substantiated the initial assumption that a lower volume of research 
dollars is handled by faculty than by the department administrators, who in many cases 
serve multiple principal investigators.  Only 12.6% of the respondents were responsible 
for annual research dollars in excess of $5.0 million.  A rather higher percentage of 
respondents did indicate their affiliation with the College of Arts & Science (41.7%) over 
other research-oriented disciplines as Medical/Health Science (29.2%) and 
Engineering/Technology (12.5%). 
The frequency distributions were dispersed among the different categories of 
importance with the exception of two of the items:  1) Phone messages are returned 
within 24-48 hours; and 2) Emails are responded to within 24-48 hours.  Both items list a 
strong factor of 91.7% in the ―Very Important‖ category and 8.3% in the ―Important‖ 
category.  The significant faculty preference for this item is in contrast to the department 
administrators, who while viewing these two attributes for the most part as Important 
only scored 45.8% and 54.2% respectively in the ―Very Important‖ rating.  The 
Department Administrator Surveys did contain some responses that fell into the 
―Somewhat Important‖ level (8.3%) as compared to the Principal Investigator Surveys 
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that did not have any responses in this category.  The revised survey, included in 
Appendix B, reflects the random listing of these two items to determine if the strong 
preference would be retained when considered independently by future respondents. 
Table 3 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the principal investigator responses 
to the surveys.  Percentages of ―Very Important,‖ ―Important,‖ ―Somewhat Important,‖ 
―Not Important,‖ and ―Not Sure‖ of each individual attribute indicating preference 
towards that service item are presented in the table.  
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Table 3 
Descriptive Analysis of Principal Investigator’s Preference for  
Performance Metrics (Pilot Study) 
Variable 
% Very 
Important 
% 
Important 
% 
Somewhat 
Important 
% Not 
Important 
% Not 
Sure 
Notification of all available funding 
opportunities sent directly to 
department 
25.0 25.0 37.5 12.5 0.0 
Notification of funding opportunities 
only applicable to your department 
area of expertise 
54.2 25.0 16.7 4.2 0.0 
Listing of funding opportunities in a 
central location such as a website that 
I can view on my time schedule. 
37.5 37.5 12.5 12.5 0.0 
Dealing with same individual for 
both pre-award and post-award 
issues. 
29.2 41.7 12.5 12.5 4.2 
Dealing with one pre-award specialist 
and one post-award specialist. 
21.7 17.4 21.7 30.4 8.7 
My contact person at SRA has the 
designation of CRA (Certified 
Research Administrator) 
20.8 20.8 12.5 16.7 29.2 
Training offered by SRA for new 
department administrators/principal 
investigators. 
33.3 29.2 25.0 8.3 4.2 
Training offered by SRA to cover 
updates and changes in policies and 
procedures. 
37.5 29.2 25.0 8.3 0.0 
Billing and collections handled by 
Centralized Sponsored Research 
Administration personnel. 
37.5 37.5 12.5 4.2 8.3 
Amount of time from award 
notification until all Internal 
Paperwork is completed. 
58.3 29.2 8.3 0.0 4.2 
Notification by Sponsored Research 
Administration of impending end 
dates of project. 
37.5 41.7 8.3 12.5 0.0 
Phone calls are answered with a 
friendly tone. 
62.5 16.7 20.8 0.0 0.0 
Phone messages are returned within 
24-48 hours. 
91.7 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Emails are responded to within 24-48 
hours. 
91.7 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Policies and Procedures are published 
and convenient to access. 
62.5 29.2 0.0 8.3 0.0 
(table continues) 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Variable 
% Very 
Important 
% 
Important 
% 
Somewhat 
Important 
% Not 
Important 
% Not 
Sure 
 
Forms are available through Internet 
access and are easy to locate. 
69.6 26.1 0.0 4.3 0.0 
The SRA Office offers flexible hours  
-  available before 8 am and after 5 
pm or on weekends 
33.3 25.0 20.8 16.7 4.2 
Technical assistance provided by 
SRA with Internet sites including 
Grants.gov. 
41.7 29.2 16.7 8.3 4.2 
All departments/colleges are treated 
equally by the SRA office. 
62.5 29.2 4.2 4.2 0.0 
Hotline or some confidential of 
reporting irregularities is available. 
25.0 45.8 20.8 4.2 4.2 
 
Correlation Analysis – Principal Investigators 
 The Principal Investigator Survey data from the pilot study reported similar but 
not mirror images of the Department Administrator Study, when the Pearson Correlation 
Coefficient analysis was processed in SPSS.  The Principal Investigator Survey results 
from the pilot study contained a multiple of significant correlations. The typical 
correlation between phone messages and emails being returned within 24-48 hours, while 
present, has the r-value of .455, a lower value than the .805 displayed in the Department 
Administrator Survey results.  Notification of funding items did exhibit a strong 
relationship with a greater emphasis on having the funding list pertain to the faculty‘s 
own area of expertise and located in a centralized website for viewing at the discretion of 
the faculty or principal investigator.  As with the Department Administrator Study, 
training attributes demonstrated similar significant relationships.  The strongest 
relationship emerging from the Principal Investigator Survey occurred between the 
importance of equalitarian treatment of the academic units by the Office of Research 
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Administration with the importance of the availability of a vehicle to report irregularities 
confidentially.  Moreover, the importance of a hotline or other confidential mechanism 
scored multiple significant correlation coefficients with a number of the other attributes.  
The importance of policies and procedures being accessible indicated a strong, positive 
linear relationship with the importance of a hotline (r = .773).   
 Inverse relationships are interspersed through the data analysis.  The most 
significant inverse relationship occurred between the two attributes of notification of all 
available funding opportunities sent directly to the department and to the importance of 
email response to within 24-48 hours by the Office of Research Administration where r = 
-.418.  Several negative correlation coefficients were present within the study but none 
reaches the level of significance.  The multiple positive correlations may be a by-product 
of the initial grouping of like items on the pilot survey.  As previously stated, the listing 
of items was re-ordered and portrayed a random offering of the attributes.   
 Consistent with the results of the Department Administrator Survey from the pilot 
study findings, the Principal Investigator Surveys from the pilot study exhibited little to 
no correlation relationship between certain attributes.  A zero Correlation Coefficient 
actually presented in the case between the notification of all available funding 
opportunities sent directly to the department and the Office of Research Administration 
offering flexible hours of operations to include weekends.  Another near zero correlation 
occurs between the importance of training offered to new principal investigators and the 
importance of phone calls being answered in a friendly manner.  While a strong 
relationship exists between emails and phone calls, there is very little to no relationship 
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between the importance of email response and technical assistance offered by the Office 
of Research Administration (r = -.011) 
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Table 4 
Correlation Matrix – Principal Investigators – (Pilot Study) 
  Survey Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 10 11 12 13  14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
 
1)Funding Notice to Dept 
 
      1 
 
.549 
 
.378 
 
.042 
 
.068 
 
-.304 
 
-.108 
 
-.016 
 
.080 
 
-.205 
 
.102 
 
-.271 
 
-.266 
 
-.418 
 
.249 
 
.069 
 
. 000 
 
.393 
 
.137 
 
 .405 
2)Pers. Funding Notice   .549 1 .656 .271 .196 .027 .061 .302 .220 -.179 ;322 -.226 -.240 -.240 .368 .368 .399 .301 .399  .341 
3)Web List of Funding .378 .656 1 .037 .105 .163 .485 .596 .526 -.088 .383 -.205 -.151 -.151 .337 .394 .172 .440 .436 .338 
4)Same Pers – Pre/Post .042 .271    .037 1 -.097 .033 -.068 -.160 -.233 -.162 .275 .233 -.056 .079 -.013 .202 .471 .092 .122 .006 
5)One Pre One Post .068 .196 .105 -.097 1 .082 -.037 .009 .208 .103 .206 -.293 .031 .269 -.050 -.281 .033 .155  -.106 -.081 
6)Cert Res Administrator -.304 .027    .163 .033 .082 1 .373 .163 .177 -.225 .059 -.192 -.123 .270 -.114 .106 .067 -.027 .053 -.096 
7)New Trainings -.108 .061 .485 -.068 -.037 .373 1 .755 .175 -.044 .38 9 .004 .214 .484 .099 .351 -.113 .289 .366 .158 
8)Update Trainings -.016 .302 .596 -.160 .009 .163 .755 1 .212 -.028 .481 .074 .295 .141 .170 .441 .023 .374 .474 .252 
9)Billings & Collections .080 .220 .526 -.233 .208 .177 .175 .212 1 ..434 .254 -.007 -.148 -.021 .402 -.020 .299 .554 .046 .344 
10)Setup Internal Acct -.205 -.179 -.088 -.162 .103 -.225 -.044 -.028 .434 1 .477 .338 .278 .278 .450 -.094 .289 .362 -.201 .334 
11)End Date Notices .102 .322 383 .275 .206 .059 .389 .481 .254 .477 1 .083 .167 .321 .421 .394 .363 .602 .418 .396 
12)Friendly Phone Tone -.271 -.226 -.205 .233 -.293 -.192 .004 .074 -.007 .338 .083 1 .526 .155 .321 .189 .479 .290 .000 .399 
13)Phone Msg 24hr -.266 -.240 -.151 -.056 .031 -.123 .214 .295 -.148 .278 .167 .526 1 .455 .160 .266 .166 -.011 -.197 .102 
14)Email Msg 24hr -.418 -.240 -.151 .079 .269 .270 .484 .141 -.021 .278 .321 .155 .455 1 -.015 .047 .041 -.011 -.197 -.204 
15)EZ Policy Access .249 .368 .337 .013 -.050 -.114 .099 .170 .402 ..450 .421 .321 .160 -.015 1 .626 .701 .656 .410 .773 
16)EZ Form Access .069 .368 .394 .202 -.281 .106 .351 .441 -.020 -.094 .394 .189 .266 .047 .626 1 .484 .282 .741 .444 
17)Flexible Hours .000 .399 .172 .471 .033 .067 -.113 .023 .299 .289 .363 .479 .166 .041 .701 .484 1 .443 .270 .476 
18)Technical Assist .393 .301 .440 .092 .155 -.027 .289 .374 .554 .362 .602 .290 -.011 -.011 .656 .282 .443 1 .408 .812 
19)Equal Treatment .137 .399   .436 .122 -.106 .053 366 .474 .046 -.201 .418 .000 -.197 -.197 .410 .741 .270 .408 1 .443 
20)Confidential Hotline .405 .341    .338 .006 -.081 -.096 .158 .252 .344  .334 .396 .399 .102 .204 .773 .444 .476 .812 .443      1 
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Three comments to the open-ended question centered on the Office of Research 
Administration acting as a team player or partner in the pre-award and post-award 
functions.  Team player as an attribute is included in the revised survey for the actual 
research study. Another written comment stressed the importance of flexibility on the 
part of the Office of Research Administration when working with researchers.  The 
Department Administrator Survey contained a related comment regarding flexibility and 
therefore, an additional attribute was added to the final surveys.  A final comment stated 
that 24-48 hours of a response time was too long and a quicker response time of a couple 
of hours should be the norm.  However, this service item was not changed in the final 
surveys.  The lack of personal interaction between the faculty respondents and the 
researcher provided no opportunity for verbal comments as in the case with the 
Department Administrators Surveys from the pilot study.   
Evaluation of the reliability of the survey instrument using the Cronbach‘s alpha 
test proved the survey to be reliable.  The Cronbach‘s alpha test for reliability indicated a 
score of .791.  According to Vogt (2007), Cronbach‘s alpha scores of .700 or higher are 
required to determine the instrument to be reliable.   
Research Study Plan  
As previously stated, for the purpose of this dissertation, online surveys 
supplemented with personalized email solicitations were determined as the research 
vehicles best suited to gather the data required to answer the research questions.  The 
respective surveys were distributed to the two user groups via the use of an online survey 
provider known as Survey Monkey.  Personalized emails were sent to individuals 
containing a link to access the survey.  Two follow-up reminders were sent to those 
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individuals whom had not responded.  Samples of initial email and follow up email are 
attached in Appendix D.  The surveys to the principal investigators were sent first to 
capture those faculty members who use the summer weeks to concentrate on research 
rather than teaching.  The department administrators were contacted approximately three 
weeks after the surveys were distributed to the principal investigators.  These surveys 
were distributed in the same manner using the Survey Monkey approach of personalized 
emails.  
To recap, the research questions are:   
 What performance measures are perceived by the principal investigators and 
department administrators as important factors of a successful Office of 
Research Administration?   
 Are the perceptions of importance of each group related or unrelated?   
 Are the perceptions of importance influenced by demographics?  
 What are the perceptions of how frequently these services are provided by the 
current institutions of the two user groups? 
Benefits to an online survey include two essential components in answering the above 
research questions.  The ability to reach a widely dispersed and diverse group of people 
coupled with the tendency towards honesty due to their anonymity (Comley, 2002).  
Individuals in academic settings are often reluctant to respond honestly, when the threat 
of future repercussions such as delay of proposal reviewing and filing is a potential risk.  
Principal investigators and department administrators are a captive audience and have no 
recourse for proposal submission and award processing but through their respective 
Office of Research Administration. 
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The research study is cross-sectional in design as opposed to longitudinal.  The 
paucity of previous research data in this field makes a longitudinal research study 
impossible.  It is the hope and intension of this researcher to be able to further the 
research in this evolving field and perhaps, undertake a longitudinal study following the 
completion of this dissertation.  Cross-sectional data is also useful in determining 
relationship aspects among the different preferences of the different groups.  
Participant Selection 
 The research study concentrated on research universities that fall into two 
categories:  very high (VH) research universities and high (H) research universities as 
determined by the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education.  This 
population totaled 199 institutions.  The listing was furthered stratified into public and 
private funded universities.  Twenty institutions from each of the four categories (VH-
public, VH-private, H-public, and H-private) for a total of 80 colleges and universities to 
be included in the final study.  A supplemental criteria to be met entailed the appearance 
of principal investigators on one or both of the award listings of the National Institute of 
Health and the National Science Foundation.  A listing of the colleges and universities 
selected for participation in this study is located in Appendix C.  The additional criteria 
generated a target population for the principal investigator section of 1,659 individuals.  
However, once the list was further stratified, total principal investigator population 
decreased to 1,450.  The reduction in number stemmed from the removal of those 
individuals that no longer worked at the specific university and the inability to attain 
accurate email addresses for other individuals.  Using a confidence interval of 95%, with 
a t-value of 1.96 and error tolerance of .05, the required amount of survey responses is 
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303.7 or 304.  Using a confidence interval of 90%, the required amount of survey 
responses is 90.07 or 91.   
  The targeted population of department administrators was retrieved through 
published Internet sources.  Department administrators were limited to those participant 
colleges and universities identified within the principal investigator section of the study.  
The departments identified from the list of the principal investigators became the criteria 
for the selection of department administrators.  Identification of these individuals was 
tedious and challenging.  Since there is no national database available, the website of 
each university required thorough searching in order to identify appropriate individuals 
serving in an administrative capacity pertaining to the specific department.  Certain 
universities did not have administrative functions at the department level, only at the 
level of the Dean‘s Office.  Despite the fact that these persons represented multiple 
departments, these individuals were included in the study due to their significant 
involvement with the Offices of Research Administration.  The final stratified list 
contained 1,040 individuals, an increase from the previously projected target population.  
The previously project target population had been limited to only those individuals who 
were members of a professional organization such as NCURA were included.  The 
sample population was expanded to include department administrators, regardless of 
affiliation, or lack thereof, with any professional organization, from the same institutions 
and academic areas as that of the principal investigators.  To achieve a direct pairing of 
principal investigator with department administrator is virtually impossible.  However, 
the principal investigator sample population served as a basis for the department 
administrators sample population thereby indirectly identifying appropriate personnel 
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affiliated with the principal investigator‘s subject matter expertise.  Using the identical 
criteria of the Principal Investigator Survey of t = 1.96 and error tolerance of .05, the 
required amount of survey responses from department administrators is 280.5 or 281 to 
achieve a confidence interval of 95%.  Using a confidence interval of 90%, the required 
amount of survey responses is 87.9 or 88 individual surveys. 
Pilot Study Survey Distribution and Data Collection  
The Principal Investigator (PI) Survey was scheduled for distribution by 
electronic mail solicitations.  The targeted sample population, identified from public 
records that indicated the name of the principal investigator recipients of federal funding, 
received a personalized invitation to participate in this study.  Initially, the solicitation 
was to include an introductory letter from a recognizable and respected name within the 
academic ranks.  While the support of a highly reputable academic faculty member was 
secured, there were two obstacles that made this venue difficult to include in the 
distribution.  First, there is not a mechanism per se to include such a letter using the 
Survey Monkey method in the distribution of the survey.  Secondly, the well-respected 
academic figure would not be able to provide the support letter until after the targeted 
distribution date of the surveys.  The use of such a letter was then determined to be 
viewed as an alternative approach should response rates be lowered than expected from 
the ranks of the principal investigators.  In the case of the PI Survey, the letter was not 
required.    
Since, the National Institute of Health and the National Science Foundation were 
the designated grant awarding government agencies used to identify the Principal 
Investigators, a supplemental method to gain correct contact information was necessary.  
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This entailed searching the websites of colleges and universities to locate the principal 
investigators.  Universities frequently report the amount of funding, agency, and recipient 
on their individual websites.  Following the location of the specific department or college 
affiliation of the Principal Investigators, college and university directories was the 
supplemental sources for any missing electronic mail addresses.  Distribution of 
personalized emails, with the embedded link to the questionnaire is a cost-effective 
method to achieve rapid deployment, and allows for quick turnaround time (Michaelidou 
& Dibb, 2006).  Non-responses can be tracked and a follow-up reminder can be 
scheduled.  The email format provides an explanation of this study and the value of the 
input of the recipient for the success of this project.   
The Principal Investigator Survey was uploaded to the Survey Monkey website 
and separate collectors were established to segregate the responses by institution.  The 
Survey Monkey site is very user friendly and participants have 24/7 access to the survey.  
A sample of the survey as presented within the Survey Monkey website is included in 
Appendix E.  Coupled with facilitation of data entry, another beneficial factor of using an 
Internet survey service such as Survey Monkey is the ease of exporting data from these 
sites to a software program such as Excel that, in turn can be readily loaded into SPSS for 
extensive data analysis.  This eliminates the human error factor of transposing or 
recording incorrect responses.  Thus, ensuring the purity of the raw data since less human 
involvement is required through this specific methodology.   
The data collection period was scheduled to occur during the summer sessions of 
the colleges and universities.  The summer sessions typically find the faculty or, principal 
investigators solely devoted to research activities, or at the worse scenario, may be 
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teaching along with their research agenda, but carrying a lighter teaching load (fewer 
courses) than during the regular academic terms of fall and spring.  Research being in the 
minds of the faculty during the summer may find these individuals more apt to respond to 
the survey solicitation than during the regular academic year where increased teaching 
loads and other academic commitments may take precedence.   
The second questionnaire investigates the perceptions of department 
administrators towards Offices of Research Administration.  This survey was also an 
online survey using SurveyMonkey.com. Department administrators typically spend the 
majority of their workday at the computer so an online survey would be quite suitable to 
this user group. The Department Administrator Survey followed the same method of 
distribution as that of the Principal Investigator Survey.   
The data collection period for the Department Administrator Survey did not pose 
as critical a timeframe as is the case with The Principal Investigator Survey.  The typical 
department administrator is a twelve-month employee with a workload balanced 
throughout the calendar year.  While the nine-month faculty may be concentrating on 
research activities, the department administrator does not experience the same research 
intensity during the summer months.  If anything, with the faculty concentrating on the 
actual research activities, the department administrator may see a slightly lesser workload 
during the summer months due to less proposals being filed since the typical end date for 
federal grants is September 30th, most of the research funding has been awarded in prior 
months.  Since the two groups are distinct, overlapping of the distribution schedules was 
not seen as a problem.  
55 
The revised versions of both survey instruments are located in Appendix B.  The 
revised questionnaires contain a few, minor and inconsequential changes.  A change in 
the ordering of the preference items sought to eliminate the visual arrangement of similar 
items present in the pilot study.  The pilot study clustered same type items together which 
may have led to the respondent viewing the multiple items as a single unit (Dillman, et.al, 
2009).  By mixing the order of appearance of related items, such as the preference to have 
the Office of Research Administration provide a listing of all grant opportunities directly 
to the research areas and the preference to have the Office of Research Administration 
provide a listing of area-specific grant opportunities directly to the research areas, the 
correlation outcomes may differ from that of the pilot study.  Since related items will no 
longer be adjacent to each other, respondents will be encouraged to view each preference 
item independently from another. 
Planned Analysis of the Data  
 Univariate and bivariate analyzes were required based on the research questions.  
The preferences of each of the two user groups, the department administrators and the 
principal investigators were analyzed, evaluating the frequency responses of the itemized 
services.  The results of each group were compared to identify similarities and trends in 
the perception of preferred performance from the Office of Research Administration.  
Correlation analysis of the individual variables within the two distinct groups also was 
conducted.  The demographic variables were subjected to univariate analysis as well.  
Pearson correlation coefficient were applied to determine if the factors scored as 
important to the user groups are presently being provided at their current institution and 
to what degree.  
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 Bivariate analysis, between the two user groups, signified the similarities, if any 
between the preferences of the principal investigators and the department administrators. 
Chi-square analysis determined the presence of direct relationships between two 
variables.  The data collection allowed for cross-tabulation of preference attributes among 
the two user groups in conjunction with analysis of the current practices at the various 
types of universities.  These types of analyses are extremely valuable when the Offices of 
Research Administrations find themselves faced with determining strategy in dealing 
with goal conflicts and further budgetary constraints.  A preference of an important factor 
that is shared by both principal investigators and department administrators should take 
priority over a performance metric that is listed as valuable to only one of the two user 
groups. Uncertain economic times and continual diminished support to higher education 
(Ellis, April 15, 2009, Levinson, 2009) resonate the scarcity of resources and the critical 
need for gaining every last ounce of productivity from every outlet.    
Having an identifier on each survey enabled comparisons in several different 
aspects.  If feasible, department administrator responses could be paired with the 
principal investigator responses from the same institution.  However, the pairing cannot 
be considered to be a perfect pairing as the department administrator response may be 
from a different department of the institution than that of the principal investigator.  The 
impact of being associated with a publicly funded versus a privately funded college or 
university was analyzed for both sample groups. Other demographic variables such as 
amount of research funding associated with the participant was investigated for possible 
relationships.   
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The Final Survey Instrument  
 The survey instrument was finalized based on the pilot study results and feedback.  
Table 5 describes the 22 items listed in the final survey instrument.  These items appeared 
on the second page of the survey following the IRB approved verbiage for the informed 
consent of the participants.  A copy of the informed consent is included in Appendix D.  
Once the participant agreed to the terms stated in the informed consent, the second page 
of the survey appeared listing the 22 service items and the instructions as shown in Table 
5.  The survey collected information in this section based on the perception of importance 
to the respondent, regardless if the service was presently available at their institution or 
not.  A five point Likert scale ranging from ―Very Important‖ and ―Important‖ to 
―Somewhat Important‖, ―Not Important‖, and ―Not Sure‖ was used.  The items listed in 
Table 5 are presented in the exact order as these appeared on the surveys.   
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Table 5 
PI/DA Survey Items to Measure the Dependent Variable  
Instruction:  As a Principal Investigator/Department Administrator, please indicate your opinion on the 
overall importance of the following items when dealing with a centralized Office of Research 
Administration. Please note that these items may not be present at your current institution. 
 
1) Notification of all available funding opportunities sent directly to Faculty. 
 
2) Training offered by the Office of Research Administration (ORA) for new PIs/DAs. 
 
3) Billing and collection handled by the Office of Research Administration personnel. 
 
4) Notification of funding opportunities only applicable to your research area of expertise. 
 
5) The Office of Research Administration is flexible when it comes to negotiating about charges and 
policies. 
 
6) Listing of funding opportunities in a central location such as a website that I can view on my time 
schedule 
 
7) Dealing with the same individual for both pre-award and post-award issues. 
 
8) Hotline or some confidential way of reporting irregularities is available. 
 
9) Dealing with one pre-award specialist and one post-award specialist. 
 
10)  My contact person at the Office of Research Administration has the designation of CRA (Certified 
Research Administrator). 
 
11) Phone messages are returned within 24-48 hours. 
 
12) Training offered by ORAs to cover updates and changes in policies and procedures. 
 
13) Forms are available through Internet access and are easy to locate. 
 
14) Amount of time from award notification until all internal paperwork is completed. 
 
15) Notification by Office of Research Administration of impending end dates of projects. 
 
16) Phone calls are answered with a friendly tone. 
 
17) The ORA offers flexible hours – Available before 8 am and after 5 pm or on weekends. 
 
18) The Office of Research Administration acts/views research as a team effort. 
 
19) Emails are responded to within 24-48 hours. 
 
20) Policies and procedures are published and convenient to access. 
 
21) Technical assistance provided for Internet sites such as Grants.gov. 
 
22) All departments are treated equally by the Office or Research Administration. 
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There was no alteration of the order of appearance between the Principal 
Investigator Survey and the Department Administrator Survey.  The minor difference 
between the two surveys occurred solely in the wording of the second item where the 
Principal Investigator Survey were asked only about training for new principal 
investigators and the Department Administrator Survey were asked only about training 
for new department administrators.  Neither group was asked to rate the importance for 
the training for the other group.  
The third page of the survey listed only one open-ended question that invited the 
respondents to list other important aspects that in their opinion would add value to an 
Office of Research Administration.  Respondents could type their responses in an open 
box area or could elect to skip this question.    
The fourth page of the survey listed the same 22 service items in the same 
positions but in this case, respondents were instructed to apply these service items to the 
frequency of occurrences at their current institution.  This data established the extent that 
the institution‘s Office of Research Administration is providing each of the 22 items to 
the principal investigators and department administrators.  No indication of the quality of 
the service item was asked, only if the service was offered and the frequency.   
The final page of the survey contained the demographic variables collected to 
address the second research question.  The amount of annual research dollars of the 
institution, the amount of research dollars the principal investigator had secured, or in the 
case of the department administrators, the amount of research dollars they handled 
administratively, the location of their current job, their department or college, and their 
job ranking or job position constituted the demographic components in this section.  An 
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additional independent variable dealing with the type of institution, public or private, was 
not solicited from the respondents since the email addresses indicating the institution of 
the respondents were tracked.   
Survey Distribution 
Two surveys were developed and distribution began on July 5, 2010 through an 
Internet survey subscription service known as SurveyMonkey.com.  The surveys, the 
Principal Investigator Survey and the Department Administrator Survey were set up as 
two distinct surveys.  Each survey was automatically returned to a unique collector that 
had been established for that specific institution.    Responses from principal investigators 
were segregated from the department administrators who responded.  A personalized 
invitation was emailed to the members of each of the scrubbed lists with an embedded 
link to access the survey.  Both department administrators and principal investigators 
received two follow-up reminders sent directly to those individuals whom had not 
responded.  On September 26, 2009, all collectors for both surveys were closed, thus 
ending the data collection period. 
Summary  
 The success of the pilot study reinforced the critical need and importance for a 
research study of this type.  The timing of the study is equally critical, as the recently 
enacted American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 provides $16 billion 
for research and development expenditures, with $9.9 billion earmarked for basic 
research (Olivia, 2009).  Enhanced funding opportunities generate increased research 
activities that must flow through the Offices of Research Administration in the future.  
Coupled with the greater workload and the prevalence of projected operational budgetary 
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constraints, this research study provides essential information to assist Offices of 
Research Administration to better serve their constituencies for the greater good of the 
institution as a whole.  The Office of Research Administration is a non-revenue 
generating, area that provides support to faculty in the generation of research dollars for 
the institution.   
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Chapter Four 
Research Study Results 
The purpose of this research study was to identify which of the 22 service items 
surveyed that the principal investigators and department administrators perceived as 
important factors for measurement of the performance for a successful Office of 
Sponsored Research Administration.  Following the determination of the important 
service items, analyses were computed to determine the relationships of factors within 
each group and between the two groups.  Additionally, this study investigated the impact 
of certain independent variables to determine whether the perceptions of each group 
exhibited a significant relationship to specific demographic aspects.  The last component 
of this research examined the relationship between the service items currently offered by 
Offices of Research Administration with respect to the service items that the groups had 
perceived as important factors. This chapter will present the statistical results of the 
analyses of the two surveys, the Principal Investigator Survey and the Department 
Administrator Survey, that were used to collect the required data.  
Survey Responses–Total Pool 
The research plan listed 80 institutions for solicitation by this study.  Of the 80 
different institutions of higher education solicited, responses were received from 72 
unique institutions.  Sixty-four different institutions were represented by respondents that 
completed the Department Administrator Survey, and 64 different institutions represented 
by respondents that completed the Principal Investigator Survey.  Institutions with 
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responses from both the principal investigator group and the department administrator 
group totaled 56 institutions.  The majority of the 56 universities with dual representation 
contained unequal numbers of responses from each of the groups and tended not to have 
a match between the principal investigator and corresponding department administrator 
from the same institutions.        
Single responses, from either a principal investigator or a department 
administrator, represented 21 universities and colleges.  Single survey responses were 
received from only seven of the institutions within the department administrator group, 
whereas 20 institutions contained a single response in the principal investigator group.     
Survey Responses – Principal Investigator Survey 
The response rate to the Principal Investigator Survey was 29.9%.  This response 
rate equated to 433 respondents, exceeding the 95% confidence interval requirement of 
304 responses.  Within the principal investigator group, responses from 66 institutions of 
higher education were received.  Table 6 illustrates the number and type of institutions 
and the percentage makeup of the total respondents who completed the Principal 
Investigator Surveys.  Although the number of institutions from the private and public 
sectors represented in the study appeared to be balanced (33 private, 31 public), the 
number of individual surveys received from the two sectors did not reflect that same 
balance.  The percentage of the total respondents received from private institutions 
(66.3%, N = 287) was approximately double that received from public institutions 
(33.7%, N = 146).   
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Table 6 
Breakdown of Respondents to Principal Investigator Survey (N = 433) 
             
Breakdown  Public -   Private - Public - Private- Total 
   Very High Very High High  High 
             
 
Number of Inst.        19      20      12      13     64 
 
Resp. % of Total    24.5    59.5     9.2     6.8    100.0 
             
 
 Table 7 depicts the annual research dollar volume of the current institution of the 
principal investigator.  Based on the criteria of using only very high and high research 
institutions from the Carnegie Foundation Classification System, the respondents should 
have self-reported the amounts within two of the five categories, $50-$99 million and 
$100+ million.  It is not surprising that 63.2% of the principal investigators listed their 
institutions in the top level of $100+ Million.  Interestingly, in excess of one quarter of 
the principal investigator respondents (27.4%, N = 115) were not aware of the total 
amount of research dollars at their respective institutions and 13 principal investigators 
(3.1%) responded incorrectly.   
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Table 7 
 
PI Survey - Annual Research Dollars of Current Institution (N = 419) 
            
Annual Research Dollars            Number of Respondents              Percentage of Total 
            
Under $10 Million 2 0.5 
$10 - $49 Million 11 2.6 
$50 - $99 Million 26 6.2 
$100+ Million 265 63.2 
Uncertain 115 27.4 
            
 The Principal Investigator Survey also asked the respondent to indicate the 
amount of annual research dollars that presently fell under their auspices.  Since this 
figure is strictly self-reported, there is no established method of verification for the 
amounts reported by the principal investigators.  However, the majority of the self-
reported responses appeared in the category with the least amount of funding which led 
this researcher to believe that the amounts were not overstated.  A notable trend in Table 
8 was the small number of responses located in the ―Prefer Not To Say‖ category that 
was offered to allow the individual to choose not to divulge this information.  Only six of 
the respondents (1.4%) selected the option to exclude this information from the survey.   
From the 420 responses received, fewer than 20 principal investigators (4.5%) 
indicated personal research funding that exceeded the 5 million dollar level.  The vast 
majority of the principal investigators (71.2%) reported personal research dollars of less 
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than 1 million dollars on an annual basis.  Table 8 shows the distribution for this 
independent variable. 
Table 8 
Annual Research Dollars per Principal Investigator (N =  420) 
            
Annual Research Dollars           Number of Respondents            Percentage of Total 
            
Under $1 Million 299 71.2 
$1 - $5 Million 96 22.9 
$5 - $25 Million 17 4.0 
$25+ Million 2 0.5 
Prefer Not To Say 6 1.4 
            
 The job location of the principal investigators was collected in the demographic 
portion of the Principal Investigator Survey.  Data reported in Table 9 show that 354 
principal investigators (84.1%) work in a department followed by the next largest group 
of 53 principal investigators (12.6 %) who work at a research center.  Only one of the 421 
participants refused to divulge where their job was located.  With the majority of the 
principal investigators located at the department level, further analysis to determine 
influence on perceptions would not provide meaningful results. 
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Table 9  
Location of Principal Investigators (N = 421) 
            
Location  Number of Percentage of 
Within Institution Respondents Total 
            
Department 354 84.1 
Dean‘s Office 7 1.7 
Research Center 53 12.6 
Other 6 1.4 
Prefer Not To Say 1 0.2 
            
 The next independent variable pertained to the academic discipline affiliation of 
the principal investigators and the department administrators.  Given the fact that the 
target population for the principal investigators portion was comprised only of previous 
recipients of awards from two national scientific organizations, The National Science 
Foundation (NSF) and The National Institute of Health (NIH), it is not surprising that 
most of the respondents fell within the Medical/Health Sciences department at their 
respective institutions.  Both NSF and NIH are heavily involved in health and medical 
oriented research.  Results of the Department of College Affiliation component of the 
demographic section of this survey did not yield sufficient variances between the 
categories for meaningful analyses.  Since the vast majority of the PI Survey respondents 
(87.9%, N = 370) were located in the Health Science or Medical area, further analysis of 
this independent variable would be relatively meaningless for determining whether 
college affiliation is related to the perceptions of the principal investigators.  Table 10 
illustrates the breakdown between the disciplines of the respondents. 
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Table 10 
Department/College Affiliation of Principal Investigators (N = 421) 
            
Department/College Number of Percentage of 
Affiliation Respondents Total 
            
Arts & Science 26 6.2 
Engineering/Technology 18 4.3 
Medical/Health Sciences 370 87.9 
Business 0 0.0 
Other 7 1.7 
            
The final independent variable collected pertained to the current job position of 
the principal investigator.  The majority of respondents classified themselves as Assistant 
Professors.  Assistant Professors generally do not have tenure and tend to be heavily 
involved in research as part of the path toward achieving tenure (Steinbach, 2005).  
Although Assistant Professors are normally less experienced than the other designated 
categories (Associate Professor, Professor, Director, and Dean), these individuals are 
motivated to conduct research based on the increasingly important and critical role that 
research plays in tenure decisions (Serow, 2000).  Table 11 depicts the composition of the 
job classifications of the principal investigators who responded to this survey item.   
While a majority of the principal investigator participants (59.6%, N = 251) did 
appear in the Assistant Professor classification, there were sufficient numbers of other 
responses, especially between the rankings of the professoriate to conduct meaningful 
analyses toward the determination whether rank plays a role in the perceptions of the 
importance of certain services provided by the Office of Research Administration.  
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Table 11 
Rank/ Job Classification of Principal Investigators (N = 421) 
            
Rank/Job Classification Number of Percentage of 
Total Respondents Total 
            
Assistant Professor 251 59.6 
Associate Professor  77 18.3 
Professor 58 13.8 
Director/Dean 11 2.6 
Other 24 5.7 
     
Survey Responses – Department Administrator Survey 
 A response rate of 22.4% was recorded for the Department Administrator Survey, 
less than the 30% recorded by the Principal Investigator Survey.  The number of 
responses received from the Department Administrator Survey was 235 out of 1,040.  
Although this quantity did not reach the 281 survey responses required by the 95% 
confidence interval achieved by the Principal Investigator Survey, the number of 
department administrator responses did fall within a 94% confidence interval (t = 1.96, 
error tolerance of .06).  The 235 surveys received from the Department Administrator 
Survey represented 64 different institutions.  
In contrast to the majority of respondents hailing from private universities from 
the principal investigator group, the department administrator group revealed more 
equality in the numbers of the respondents between public (51.9%, N = 36) and private 
universities (48.1%, N = 29).  The High-Research-designated public and private 
institutions, as classified by the Carnegie Foundation Classification System, exhibited 
70 
more representation in the department administrator group than in the principal 
investigator group.  High-Research public institutions comprised 16.6% of the 
respondents in the department administrator group versus only 9.2% of the principal 
investigator group.  Moreover, the percentage of High-Research private institutions 
represented in the department administrator group (12.4%) was nearly double the 
percentage contained within the principal investigator group (6.8%).  The breakdown of 
the number and type of institutions and the percentage makeup of the total respondents to 
the Department Administrator Survey are contained in Table 12. 
Table 12 
Breakdown of Respondents to Department Administrator Survey (N = 235) 
             
Breakdown  Public -   Private - Public - Private- Total 
   Very High Very High High  High 
             
Number of  
Institutions      21      18      15      11     64 
 
Respondent %  
of Total     35.3    35.7    16.6    12.4   100.0 
                 
 When asked to indicate the total annual research dollars secured by their current 
institutions, similar frequencies appeared within the department administrator group as 
compared to the principal investigator group.  Table 13 demonstrates that the department 
administrators also underestimated the total annual research dollars at a slightly higher 
rate of 4.6% (N = 10) than the 3.1% (N = 13) of the principal administrators.  
Conversely, fewer department administrators (23.7%, N = 51) selected the ―Uncertain‖ 
component than did the principal investigators (27.4%, N = 115).  However, these 
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percentages suggest that nearly one in four department administrators are not aware of 
the level of research occurring within their own institution, or even outside of their own 
departments.  Table 13 lists the total findings for the independent variable of research 
dollars attributed to the university.   
Table 13 
DA Survey–Annual Research Dollars of Current Institution (N = 215) 
            
Annual Number of Percentage of 
Research Dollars Respondents Total 
            
Under $10 Million 2 0.9 
$10 - $49 Million 8 3.7 
$50 - $99 Million 19 8.8 
$100+ Million 135 62.8 
Uncertain 51 23.7 
            
 Following the same format as the principal investigators, the department 
administrators next self-reported the amount of research dollars that they were 
accountable for personally.  Here again was an area that displayed a noticeable difference 
between the principal investigators and the department administrators.  The principal 
investigators mostly surfaced in the category of ―Under $1 Million‖ in the personal 
research funding.  Since department administrators are not the individuals who conduct 
the actual research, but rather assist in administrative functions, multiple principal 
investigators typically are serviced by a single department administrator; thus, the dollar 
amounts tended to be higher for the individual department administrator versus those of 
the actual researcher.   
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Unlike the principal investigators who appeared eager to share the amount of 
personal research dollars (98.6%, N = 414), less department administrators (92.6%, N = 
200) were willing to share their financial information.  More department administrators 
(7.4%, N =16) chose the ―Prefer Not to Say‖ option than did the principal investigators 
(1.4%, N = 6).  While the tendency for principal investigators to be proud of their ability 
to secure external funding, department administrators exhibited a tendency toward 
protection of the confidentiality of the research funds that fall under their administrative 
purview.  Nearly 83% (N = 179) of the department administrators self reported 
responsibility for research dollars $1 million or greater, it would appear that department 
administrators typically deal with more than one principal investigator since the majority 
of principal investigators reported less than $1 million in research dollars.  Table 14 
features a breakdown of the results for annual research dollars per department 
administrator.        
Table 14  
Annual Research Dollars per Department Administrator (N = 216) 
            
Location  Number of Percentage of 
Within Institution Respondents Total 
            
Under $1 Million 21 9.7 
$1 - $5 Million 55 25.5 
$5 - $25 Million 86 39.8 
$25+ Million    38    17.6 
Prefer Not To Say 16 7.4 
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 According to Table 15, the campus location of department administrators within 
their current institutions exhibited slightly more diversity than found within the principal 
investigator group.  Not surprisingly, due to the administrative nature of their work, more 
department administrators were located within the ―Dean‘s Office‖ (11.5%) than 
compared to the principal investigator group (1.7%).  Department administrators located 
within the ―Dean‘s Office‖ would be more likely to assist multiple principal 
investigators, especially those from departments that would not have adequate 
administrative support staff.  Responses from department administrators located in a 
―Research Center‖ (15.1%) slightly exceeded the percentages of that reported in the 
principal investigator group (12.6%).  As a result of the increased percentages of 
responses from the ―Dean‘s Office‖ and ―Research Centers,‖ a lower percentage of the 
total respondents to the Department Administrator Survey were located at the 
―Department‖ level (67.4%) than the percentage of respondents to the Principal 
Investigator Survey who were located at the ―Department‖ level (84.1%).  Table 15 
displays the overall breakdown of the different locations within the institution where the 
department administrators were situated. 
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Table 15  
Location of Department Administrators (N = 218) 
            
Location  Number of Percentage of 
Within Institution Respondents Total 
            
Department 147 67.4 
Dean‘s Office 25 11.5 
Research Center 33 15.1 
Other 10 4.6 
Prefer Not To Say 3 1.4 
      
  
In keeping with the principal investigator group, the majority of the department 
administrators (60.6%, N = 132) self-reported their affiliation within their current 
university to fall in the ―Medical/Health Science‖ arena.  However, other disciplines had 
higher representation than previously noted in the principal investigator group where the 
vast majority (87.9%) signified their affiliation in the ―Medical/Health Science‖ 
academic sector.  Table 16 reveals the data regarding the frequencies for academic 
affiliation of the department administrators.   
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Table 16  
Department/College Affiliation of Department Administrators (N = 218) 
            
Department/College  Number of Percentage of 
Affliliation Respondents Total 
            
Arts & Science 27 12.4 
Engineering/Technology 30 13.8 
Medical/Health Sciences 132 60.6 
Business 0 0.0 
Other 29 13.3 
            
 Mirroring the Principal Investigator Survey, the final demographic collected in 
the Department Administrator Survey pertained to the job position.  Five identifiable job 
classifications were listed for the department administrators and an additional selection of 
―Other‖ was added to the Department Administrator Survey.  Close to half (47.7%) of the 
respondents to this survey chose the ―Other‖ category.  This high percentage of 
respondents falling into this category was unexpected on the part of the researcher.  
Unfortunately, no space was provided to allow the participant to insert a description for 
the ―Other‖ designation.  Due to the ambiguous nature of the term, ―Other,‖ this 
independent variable does not lend itself to further relevant analysis.  Should this 
demographic play a role in perceptions of the department administrators, without a clear 
definition of the job positions contained in the selection of  ―Other,‖ little meaningful 
information could be garnered.  Table 17 depicts the frequencies of the responses by the 
department administrators to their current job position.   
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Table 17 
Rank/ Job Classification of Department Administrators (N = 218) 
            
Rank/Job Classification  Number of Percentage of 
Total Respondents Total 
            
Administrative Assistant 18 8.3 
Coordinator 37 17.0 
Asst Director/Dean 19 8.7 
Assoc Director/Dean 19 8.7 
Director/Dean 21 9.6 
Other 104 47.7 
            
 
Analysis of the Research Questions 
 Statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS version 17.0 for Windows.  To 
investigate the research questions, this researcher used univariate analyses of frequency, 
cumulative, and percentage distributions.  Bivariate analyses included the Pearson 
Correlation Coefficient and a linear-by-linear association test known as the Mantel-
Haenszel chi-square. 
Attributes Perceived as Important Factors 
The first research question sought to determine those services perceived by 
department administrators and principal investigators as important for a successful Office 
of Research Administration.  The 22 attributes were rated by both of the groups using a 
five-point Likert-type scale, with ―Very Important,‖ ―Important,‖ ―Somewhat Important,‖ 
―Not Important,‖ and ―Not Sure‖ being the five selections.  It was determined that the 
distinction between ―Somewhat Important‖ and ―Not Important‖ for this research 
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question was not necessary.  Thus, the two categories of ―Somewhat Important‖ and ―Not 
Important‖ were combined and the combined category is reported as ―Less Than 
Important‖ in the data tables.  Respondents from both groups who chose ―Not Sure‖ were 
coded as missing in the analyses.  The two categories of ―Very Important‖ and 
―Important‖ remained distinct to further aid the Offices of Research Administration in 
establishing a priority listing of items based on the importance ratings reported by each 
group.  The revised scale ratings for the 22 items were tested for reliability.  Cronbach‘s 
alpha for the Principal Investigator Survey was .817, and was .805 for the Department 
Administrator Survey, both scores somewhat higher than achieved in the Pilot Study.   
For this research study, items that had a combined percentage score (―Very 
Important‖ plus ―Important‖) in excess of 50% were identified as attributes that should be 
associated with the services provided by a successful Office of Research Administration.  
Items that received a rating of ―Important‖ and ―Very Important‖ by >90% of the survey 
group were designated as priority service items for the Office of Research 
Administration.  Table 18 presents the responses of both the department administrators 
and the principal investigators regarding the degree of importance for all of the 22 service 
items. 
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Table 18 
Summary - Frequencies and Percentages of Importance Ratings for the 22 Service Items 
 
                  Department Administrators             Principal Investigators       
      Very          Less Than       Very           Less Than 
Service               Important      Important     Important          Important     Important     Important 
Item                 N       %          N    %          N         %               N       %         N         %         N        %  
1) Fund Notice 
to Dept  (3, 4) 64 28.2 66 29.1 97 42.7 111  26.0 126 29.5 190 44.5 
2) Training –New 
PI/DA (2, 3) 189 80.4 38 16.2 8 3.4 164 38.3 74 40.7 90 21.0 
3) Billings &  
Collections (3, 4)  97 44.1 65  29.5 58 26.4 140 36.1 134 34.5 114 29.4 
4) Personal 
Fund Notice (3, 4)  77 33.9 66  29.1 84 37.0 148 34.7 158 37.1 120  28.2 
5) Flexible 
Negotiations (3, 4)  82 37.1 83  37.6 56 25.3 154 38.5 180 45.0 66 16.5 
6) Web List 
of Funding (3, 4)  73 31.7 92  40.0 65 28.3 137 31.9       157 36.5       136      31.6 
7) Same Person 
Pre/Post (3)  54 23.7 49  21.5      125 54.8 129 30.4       119 28.1       176      41.5 
8) Confidential 
Hotline (3, 4)  69 30.1 81  35.4 79 34.5 72 17.6 144 35.1 194 47.3 
9) One Pre/ 
One Post (4)  59 26.6 71 32.0 92 41.4   67 16.9 91 22.9  239 60.2 
10) Certified 
Res. Admin.  20   9.9 51 25.2 131 64.9 36 11.3 81 25.4  202 63.3 
11) Phone  
Messages (1, 2) 184 78.6 44 18.8 6 2.6 274 63.9 122 28.4  33 7.7 
12) Training –  
Updates (2, 3) 164 69.8 61 26.0 10 4.3 103 24.6 191 45.7 124 29.7 
13) EZ Forms 
Access (1, 2) 191 82.0 41 17.6 1 0.4 306 71.0 113 26.2 12  2.8 
14) Internal 
Acct. Set-up (1, 2) 187 80.6 43 18.5 2 0.9 282 67.5 108 25.8 28 6.7 
15) End Date 
Notices (3, 4) 103 44.0 82 35.0 49  20.9 191 44.7 165 38.6 71 16.6 
16) Friendly 
Phone Tone (3, 4) 113 48.3 78 33.3 43  18.4 147 34.5 170 39.9 109 25.6 
17) Flexible 
Hours 25 10.9 42 18.3 163  70.9 59 13.9 112 26.5 252  59.6 
18) Team  
Effort (2, 3) 141 60.0 78 33.2 16 6.8 176 41.6 184 43.5  63 14.9 
19) Email  
Messages (1, 2) 180 76.9 48 20.5   6 2.6 312 72.4 105 24.4  14 3.2 
20) EZ Policy 
Access (2, 3) 182 78.1 44 18.9   7 3.0 198 46.0 163 37.9 69 16.0 
21) Technical 
Assistance (3, 4) 126 54.1 68 29.2 39  16.7 214 49.8 152 35.3  64 14.9 
22) Equal   
Treatment (2, 3) 154 66.7 63 27.3 14 6.1 219 51.5 154 36.2 52 12.2 
Note.  (1)>90% by PI group 
 (2)>90% by DA group 
 (3)>50% by PI group 
 (4)>50% by DA group 
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The data in Table 18 showed that >50% or more of the principal investigators and 
department administrators showed agreement in identifying 18 of the 22 service items as 
―Important‖ or ―Very Important.‖  The attributes of the designation of the Certified 
Research Administrator (CRA) and the extended hours of operation failed to achieve a 
50% majority by both the department administrator group and the principal investigator 
group.  The department administrators and principal investigators disagreed on the 
preference of the organizational structure of the Office of Research Administration.  
Department administrators showed a preference (58.6%, N = 130) for dealing with a 
different pre-award and post-award individual.  Conversely, principal investigators 
indicated a (58.5%, N = 248) preference for dealing with the same pre-award and post-
award person.  These items are mutually exclusive so it is interesting that the two groups 
indicated opposite preferences.    
Priority Items – Principal Investigators  
To determine a priority-type ranking order of the 22 items, the frequency 
threshold was increase to >90%.  Table 19 illustrated the attributes that attained a score of 
―Important‖ and ―Very Important‖ for >90% of the principal investigator group along 
with the comparable frequency distribution of the department administrators.  Using this 
threshold, only four of the 18 items were rated by >90% of both the principal 
investigators and department administrators as being ―Important‖ or ―Very Important.‖  
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Table 19 
Attributes Perceived as “Important” or “Very Important” by >90% of Principal 
Investigators and Department Administrators 
    Principal Investigators       Department Administrators        
 
Attribute Very   Very   
   
(N= Principal Investigators) Important Important Total Important Important Total 
 
 
EZ Access Forms (N=431)  71.0%  26.2%  97.2% 82.0%  17.6%  99.6% 
Email Messages (N=431) 72.4% 24.4%  96.8%  76.9%  20.5%  97.4% 
Internal Account Set-up 
(N=418) 67.5% 25.8%  93.3%  80.6% 18.5%  99.1% 
Phone Messages (N=429)  63.9% 28.4%  92.3%  78.6%  18.8% 97.4%  
  
Priority Items–Department Administrators 
Applying the same >90% criterion to the department administrators yielded nine 
items, five more than the number of items listed by the principal investigators as 
―Important‖ or ―Very Important.‖  Table 20 lists the information of the attributes stated 
as either ―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖ by >90% of the department administrators 
along with the comparable frequency distribution for the principal investigators for the 
same items.   
Department administrators shared four of the nine items with the principal 
investigators.  The four service items that both groups had in common were:  (a) Phone 
messages are returned within 24-48 hours; (b) Easy access to forms; (c) Set-up time for 
the internal account; and (d) Email messages are returned within 24-48 hours.  
Additionally, at least 90% of the respondents in the group of department administrators 
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perceived the following five attributes:  (a) Training of new personnel; (b) Updated 
trainings for all personnel; (c) Team effort attitude; (d) Equal treatment for all 
departments by the Office of Research Administration; and (e) Easy access to policies, as 
being ―Important‖ or ―Very Important.‖  It is interesting to note that 418 out of 431 
principal investigators (97.0%) felt strongly about the ease of access to forms but not as 
strongly about the ability to access the policies or procedures of the institution where only 
361 out of the 430 respondents (84.0%) chose either the ―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖ 
category.   
Table 20 
Attributes Perceived as “Important” or “Very Important” by >90% of Department 
Administrators Compared to Principal Investigators 
       Department Administrators          Principal Investigators 
 
Attribute Very   Very     
(N= Dept. Administrators)  Important Important Total Important Important Total 
  
 
EZ Access Forms (N=233)  82.0%  17.6%  99.6%  71.0%  26.2% 97.2%  
Internal Acct Set-up (N=232)  80.6%  18.5%  99.1%  67.5%  25.8%  93.3%  
Email Messages (N=235)  76.9% 20.5%  97.4% 72.4%  24.4%  96.8% 
New Trainings (N=235)  80.4% 16.2%  96.6%  38.3%  40.7%  79.0% 
Training Updates (N=235)  69.8%  26.0%  95.8%  24.6%  45.7% 70.3% 
Phone Messages (N=234)  78.6% 18.8% 97.4% 63.9%  28.4%  92.3% 
Team Effort (N=235)  60.0%  33.2%  93.2%  41.6%  43.5%  85.1%    
Equal Treatment (N=231)  66.7%  27.3%  94.0%  51.5%  36.2%  87.7% 
EZ Access Policies (N=233) 78.1%  18.9%  97.0%  46.0% 37.9% 83.9% 
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Only two of the 22 items failed to reach a majority in the importance ratings to 
both department administrators and principal investigators.  Only 71 out of 202 (35.1%) 
department administrators felt that the designation of Certified Research Administrator 
was an important factor for a successful Office of Research Administration.  Principal 
investigators shared this viewpoint with only 117 out of 319 (36.7%) indicating this 
designation as being ―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖.  The second of the 22 attributes 
that failed to garner a majority in the combined categories of ―Important‖ and ―Very 
Important‖ of either the department administrator group or the principal investigator 
group was the availability of extended hours of operation offered by the Office of 
Research Administration.  Department administrators were less likely to indicate a 
preference of importance to this item since only 67 out of 230 (29.1%) selected either 
―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖.  Principal investigators did demonstrate a stronger need 
for operating hours of the Office of Research Administration to extend past the normal 
working day with 171 of the 423 (40.4%) but still fell significantly below the 50% 
majority used in this research study to determine important factors for a successful Office 
of Research Administration for the institution. 
Correlation Analysis 
The Pearson coefficient correlation was used to establish the presence of a direct 
relationship between two variables, not a causality relationship.  In other words, one 
attribute may have a direct relationship with another attribute but the Pearson correlation 
coefficient analysis should not be interpreted to mean that one variable is a result of or 
cause of the other variable.  The closer to an absolute value of 1.0 the Pearson correlation 
coefficient is, the stronger the relationship between the variables.  Conversely, the closer 
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the Pearson correlation coefficient is to zero, the weaker the relationship is between the 
two attributes.   
Not surprisingly, the highest Pearson correlation coefficient was found to be the 
correlation of responding to email messages and phone messages within a 24-48 
timeframe for both survey groups.  The department administrators showed a stronger 
direct relationship with r = .797 over the principal investigators that exhibited r = .625 
for these two variables.  Significant direct relationships for the department administrators 
also occurred between the new trainings for employees and the training updates for 
existing employees (r =.484), between easy access to policies and easy access to forms (r 
= .444), and between easy access to forms and the training updates for existing 
employees (r = .410).   For the principal investigator group, the next strongest direct 
relationships were recorded  between easy access to forms and response to email 
messages within 24-48 hours (r = .437, between easy access to forms and response to 
phone messages within 24-48 hours (r = .414), and between easy access to forms and the 
timely setup of the internal account (r = .404).   
Conversely, no significant inverse direct relationships were shown to exist within 
the department administrator and the principal investigator groups.  For the department 
administrator group, personal funding notice appeared to lack any direct relationship with 
updated trainings (r=.005).   Within the principal investigator group, setting up the 
internal account displayed an absence of relationship with both funding notice to 
departments (r = -.001) and with personalized funding notice (r = -.003).    
Statistically significant relationships were present within the department 
administrator and principal investigator groups at the .01 and .05 levels.  Within the 
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department administrator group, the lowest Pearson correlation coefficient at the .05 level 
was .130, representing the relationship between providing end date notices and providing 
technical assistance.  Within the principal investigator group, the lowest Pearson 
correlation coefficient at the comparable .05 level was the relationship between training 
for new personnel and dealing with the same person for pre-award and post-award (r = 
.100, p < .05).  The lowest Pearson correlation coefficient at the .01 level for the 
department administrator group was the relationship between providing end date notices 
and providing personalized funding notices (r = .172, p < .01).  The lowest Pearson 
correlation coefficient at the .01 level for the principal investigator group was returning 
phone messages within 24-48 hours at .130 to the availability of a confidential hotline.     
Results of correlation analyses conducted within both the department 
administrator and the principal investigator groups are presented in Table 21 and Table 
22.  Table 21 represents the findings for the department administrator group; the findings 
for the principal investigator group are listed within Table 22.  
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Table 21 Pearson Correlation Coefficients Inter-correlations–Department Administrators 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  Survey Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
 
1)Funding Notice to 
Dept 
 
1 
 
.176 
 
.012 
 
.377 
 
.102 
 
.337 
 
.066 
 
.178 
 
.112 
 
.156 
 
.021 
 
.098 
 
.036 
 
 .102 
 
.177 
 
.220 
 
.157 
 
.085 
 
.070 
 
-.077 
 
.189 
 
.133 
2)New PI/DA Training .176 1 .191 .153 .094 .180 -.058 .268 .120 .234 .162 .484 .282 .145 .150 .206 .090 .190 .195 .198 .205 .271 
3)Bill Collecting .012 .191 1 -.015 .190 .017 -.059 .235 .098 .046 .096 .176 .131 .136 .241 .083 .168 .080 .080 .181 .140 .096 
4)Personal Funding 
Notice 
.377 .153 -.015 1 .143 .198 .172 .104 .114 .109 -.065 .005 .071 -.061 .172 .105 .023 -.070 -.016 -.050 .171 .148 
5)Flex in Negotiating .102 .094 .190 .143 1 .180 .140 .065 .156 .128 .241 .091 .130 .254 .238 .237 .131 .180 .188 .177 .181 .214 
6)Web List of Funding .337 .180 .017 .198 .180 1 .080 .275 .091 .167 .138 .178 .244 .128 .220 .307 .144 .244 .158 .133 .251 .131 
7)Same Person - 
Pre/Post 
.066 -.058 -.059 .172 .140 .080 1 .170 .017 .194 .026 -.034 .051 -.077 .141 .109 ..064 -.077 .052 .012 .014 .034 
8)Confidential Hotline .178 .268 .235 .104 .065 .275 .170 1 .199 .195 .146 .268 .209 .143 .214 .291 .145 .223 .223 .300 .303 .270 
9)One Pre- One Post .112 .120 .098 .114 .156 .091 .017 .199 1 .091 .109 .104 .057 .101 .052 .153 .013 .077 .053 .037 .152 .186 
10)Cert Res Admin. .156 .234 .046 .109 .128 .167 .194 .195 .091 1 .172 .108 .074 .035 .214 .287 .274 .144 .148 .056 .166 .136 
11)Phone Message 24-48 
hrs. 
.021 .162 .096 -.065 .241 .138 .026 .146 .109 .172 1 .188 .304 .350 .135 .306 .192 .218 .797 .291 .082 .135 
12)Update Trainings .098 .484 .176 .005 .091 .178 -.034 .268 .104 .108 .188 1 .410 219 .183 .294 .084 .259 .221 .336 .213 .360 
13)EZ Access Forms .036 .282 .131 .071 .130 .244 .051 .209 .057 .074 .304 .410 1 .372 .191 .306 .150 .264 .365 .444 .304 .263 
14)Setup Inter Acct .102 .145 .136 -.061 .254 .128 -.077 .143 .101 .035 .350 .219 .372 1 .238 .313 .198 .228 .389 .262 .123 .273 
15)End Date Notices .177 .150 .241 .172 .238 .220 .141 .214 .052 .214 .135 .183 .191 .238 1 .240 .219 .075 .086 .204 .130 .167 
16)Friendly Phone Tone .220 .206 .083 .105 .237 .307 .109 .291 .153 .287 .306 .294 .306 .313 .240 1 .263 .313 .353 .208 .265 .309 
17)Flexible Hours .157 .090 .068 .023 .131 .144 .064 .145 .013 .274 .192 .084 .150 .198 .219 .263 1 .192 .183 .078 .126 .132 
18)Team Effort .085 .190 .080 -.070 .180 .244 -.077 .233 .077 .144 .218 .259 .264 .228 .075 .313 .192 1 .319 .349 .268 .315 
19)Email Message 24 -
48 hrs. 
.070 .195 .080 -.016 .188 .158 .052 .223 .053 .148 .797 .221 .365 .389 .086 .33 .183 .319 1 .374 .153 .209 
20)EZ Policy Access -.077 .198 .181 -.050 .177 .133 .012 .300 .037 .056 .291 .336 .444 .262 .204 .208 .078 .349 .374 1 .234 .310 
21)Technical Assistance .189 .205 .140 .171 .181 .251 .014 .303 .152 .166 .082 .213 .304 .123 .130 .265 .126 .268 .153 .234 1 .358 
22)Equal Treatment .133 .271 .096 .148 .214 .131 .034 .270 .186 .136 .135 .360 .263 .273 .167 .309 .132 .315 .209 .310 .358 1 
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Table 22 Pearson Correlation Coefficients Inter-correlations–Principal Investigators 
Survey Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
 
1)Funding Notice to 
Dept 
 
1 
. 
212 
 
.053 
 
.244 
 
.191 
 
.331 
 
.157 
 
.184 
 
.040 
 
.098 
 
.070 
 
.182 
 
.054 
 
-.001 
 
.185 
 
.096 
 
.177 
 
.094 
 
.045 
 
.166 
 
.025 
 
.183 
2)New PI/DA Training .212 1 .046 .102 .077 .228 .100 .315 .062 .104 .084 .400 .186 .027 .090 .081 .081 .197 .072 .285 .204 .211 
3)Bill Collecting .053 .046 1 .024 . 156 .011 .058 .013 -.006 .157 .083 .035 .030 .107 .079 .080 .131 .084 .113 .048 -.006 .006 
4)Personal Funding 
Notice 
.244 .102 .024 1 .137 .251 -.026 .092 .037 .004 -.064 .073 .012 -.003 .043 .034 .005 .040 -.038 .068 .102 .131 
5)Flex in Negotiating .191 .077 .156 .137 1 .188 .166 .093 .080 .176 .159 .143 .155 .217 .217 .192 .233 .217 .187 .208 .094 .140 
6)Web List of Funding .331 .228 .011 .251 .188 1 .170 .259 .128 .095 .093 .230 .183 .105 .186 .178 .105 .166 .152 .313 .153 .180 
7)Same Pers - Pre/Post .157 .100 .058 -.026 .166 .170 1 .323 .154 .318 .142 .123 .093 .140 .205 .155 .222 .123 .105 .111 .014 .115 
8)Confidential .Hotline .184 .315 .013 .092 .093 .259 .323 1 .129 .236 .130 .354 .181 .090 .191 .242 .181 .219 .062 .252 .172 .182 
9)One Pre One Post .040 .062 -.006 .037 .080 .128 .154 .129 1 .307 .157 .180 .050 .062 .070 .078 .098 .083 .047 .132 .123 .106 
10)Cert Res 
Administrator 
.098 .104 .157 .004 .176 .095 .318 .236 .307 1 .178 .203 .091 .036 .160 .168 .198 .115 .054 .088 .005 .062 
11)Phone Message 24-48 
hrs. 
.070 .084 .083 -.064 .159 .093 .142 .130 .157 .178 1 .275 .414 .351 .228 .324 .235 .264 .625 .344 .212 .228 
12)Update Trainings .182 .400 .035 .073 .143 .230 .123 .354 .180 .203 .275 1 .305 .138 .261 .190 .169 .320 .239 .422 .267 .271 
13)EZ Access Forms .054 .186 .030 .012 .155 .183 .093 .181 .050 .091 .414 .305 1 .404 .260 .395 .142 .312 .437 .403 .244 .258 
14)Setup Inter Acct -.001 .027 .107 -.003 .217 .105 .140 .090 .062 .036 .351 .138 .404 1 .359 .268 .162 .263 .401 .299 .145 .239 
15)End Date Notices .185 .090 .079 .043 .217 .186 .205 .191 .070 .160 .228 .261 .260 .359 1 .329 .259 .207 .254 .345 .217 .254 
16)Friendly Phone Tone .096 .081 .080 .034 .192 .178 .155 .242 .078 .168 .324 .190 .395 .268 .329 1 .324 .334 .368 .365 .175 .281 
17)Flexible Hours .177 .081 .131 .005 .233 .105 .222 .181 .098 .198 .235 .169 .142 .162 .259 .324 1 .336 .250 .229 .136 .178 
18)Team Effort .094 .197 .084 .040 .217 .166 .123 .219 .083 .115 .264 .320 .312 .263 .207 .334 .336 1 .321 .338 .241 .326 
19)Email Message 24-48 
hrs. 
.045 .072 .113 -.038 .187 .152 .105 .062 .047 .054 .625 .239 .437 .401 .254 .368 .250 .321 1 .428 .261 .227 
20)EZ Policy Access .166 .285 .048 .068 .208 .313 .111 .252 .132 .088 .344 .422 .403 .299 .345 .365 .229 .338 .428 1 .328 .415 
21)Technical Assist .025 .204 -.006 .102 .094 .153 .014 .172 .123 .005 .212 .267 .244 .145 .217 .175 .136 .241 .261 .328 1 .370 
22)Equal Treatment .183 .211 .006 .131 .140 .180 .115 .182 .106 .062 .228 .271 .258 .239 .254 .281 .178 .326 .227 .415 .370 1 
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Chi-Square Analysis of Importance Ratings 
After researching the direct relationships of the variables within the two groups, 
the chi-square analyses were computed to compare the frequencies of different ratings of 
the degrees of importance of the 22 variables between the two groups.  From the 
frequency tables of the 22 items, it would appear that department administrators and 
principal investigators were generally in accordance with what constitutes important 
services provided by a successful Office of Research Administration.  To determine 
significant differences in the percentage of respondents who rated these items with 
different degrees of importance between the department administrators and the principal 
investigators, linear-by-linear associations or Mantel Haenszel chi-square tests were 
conducted.  These analyses revealed several items that were significantly different 
between the two groups.  Of the 22 variables, 12 variables were found to show 
statistically significant differences in the importance ratings between the department 
administrators and the principal investigators.  Determining the significance in the 
percentage of respondents giving different importance ratings of each item establishes a 
ranking order of priority for Offices of Research Administration to consider when 
establishing strategic goals and service offerings. 
Trainings offered to new personnel by the Office of Research Administration was 
one service offering where significant differences between the groups were noted 
regarding the difference in importance ratings. A Mantel Haenszel chi-square analysis 
indicated that department administrators perceived this with more importance than did 
principal investigators, 2(1,N = 663) = 101.528, p = .000.  Table 23 illustrates the high 
percentage of department administrators (80.4%, N = 189) that perceived this service as 
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―Very Important.‖  Principal investigators were almost equally split between the 
―Important‖ (40.7%, N = 174) and ―Very Important‖ (38.3%, N = 164) designations for 
this same service.  While both department administrators and principal investigators 
indicated training for new personnel as an important service for a successful Office of 
Research Administration, the two groups demonstrated a statistically significant 
difference in the importance rating.  A notable trend in Table 23 is the substantially larger 
percentage of the department administrators (80.4%, N = 189) whom rated this service 
offering as in the ―Very Important‖ rating as opposed to the principal investigators 
(38.3%, N = 164).   
Table 23 
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Training New Employees 
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
New Training N % N % N % 
 
Less Than Important 8 3.4 90 21.0 98 14.8 
 
Important  38 16.2 174 40.7 212 32.0 
 
Very Important 189 80.4% 164 38.3 353 53.2 
 
 
  
Closely related to training of new employees, the variable pertaining to the 
offering of updated trainings by the Office of Research Administration, demonstrated a 
statistically significant difference in the importance ratings between the two groups, 2 
(1, N = 653) = 129.098, p = .000.  Clearly more department administrators perceived this 
item as being of a higher importance than did the principal investigators.  Seven out of 10 
department administrators viewed updated trainings as ―Very Important‖ as opposed to 
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the principal investigators, most of whom rated this service to be ―Important‖ ( 45.7%,  N 
= 191) rather than ―Very Important‖(24.6%, N = 103).  Moreover, nearly three out of 10 
principal investigators perceived training updates as ―Less than Important‖ whereas only 
10 out of total 191 department administrator respondents indicated this service as ―Less 
Than Important‖.  Table 24 lists the results. 
Table 24 
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Trainings Updates 
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
Update Training   N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important  10   4.3           124 29.6  134 20.4  
 
Important    61 26.0              191  45.7  252 38.6 
 
Very Important               164 69.8           103 24.6  267 41.0 
 
  
Two other related variables, easy access to policies and easy access to forms 
demonstrated significant differences between department administrators and principal 
investigators.  The Mantel Haenzsel chi-square analysis showed a statistically significant 
difference between the department administrators and the principal investigators in the 
importance ratings when dealing with easy access to policies, 2 (1, N = 663) = 64.289,  
p = .000.  The trend of department administrators to treat variables as ―Very Important‖ 
rather than ―Important‖ versus the principal investigators continued as shown in Table 
25.   Clearly, department administrators indicated the importance of ease of access to 
policies as only seven out of 233 respondents chose this service to be ―Less Than 
Important‖.    While principal investigators did view this service as an important 
performance metric for a successful Offices of Research Administration, easy access to 
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policies was not as high a priority for this group as it was for the department 
administrators.   
Table 25 
 
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Easy Access to Policies 
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
EZ Policy Access   N     %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important   7   3.0            69 16.0   76 11.5  
 
Important                 44 18.9                 163 37.9  207 31.2 
 
Very Important               182 78.1           198 46.0  380 57.3 
 
 
 
 Easy access to forms also displayed a statistically significant difference when 
analyzing the percentage of respondents giving different importance ratings between the 
two groups 2(1, N = 653) = 11.919, p = .001.  A higher percentage of the department 
administrators (82.0%, N = 191) perceived yet another service of the Office of Research 
Administration as being ―Very Important‖ for successful Office of Research 
Administration as opposed to the respondents in the principal investigator group (71.0%, 
N = 306).  Table 26 lists the distribution between the department administrators and the 
principal investigators.   
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Table 26 
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Easy Access to Forms 
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
EZ Forms Access   N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important   1    .4            12   3.0   13   2.1  
 
Important    41 17.6                113 26.2  154 23.2 
 
Very Important               191 82.0           306 71.0  497 74.7 
 
 
 
 A statistically significant difference was noted among the multiple service 
offerings associated with phone items.  The returning of phone calls within 24-48 hours, 
2 (1, N = 663) = 17.l698, p = .000, and answering the phone with a friendly tone, 2 (1, 
N = 660) = 11.125, p = .001, each displayed a significant difference in the percentage of 
respondents giving the different importance ratings between the two groups.  The 
findings in Table 27 indicates a somewhat higher percentage of department 
administrators (78.6%, N = 184) over the principal investigators (63.9%, N = 274) 
perceived the returning of phone calls to be a ―Very Important‖ component associated 
with a successful Office of Research Administration.  Interestingly, only six of the 234 
department administrator respondents indicated that timely return of phone messages was 
―Less Than Important.‖     
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Table 27 
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Phone Messages Returned Within 24-48 Hrs. 
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
Phone Messages    N     %             N    %   N  % 
 
Less Than Important   6   2.6            33   7.7   39  6.0  
 
Important                 44 18.8                 122 28.4  166 25.0 
 
Very Important               184 78.6           274 63.9  458 68.9 
 
 
 Similar to the return of phone messages, answering the phone with a friendly tone 
showed a significant difference in the percentages of respondents giving different 
importance ratings between department administrators and the principal investigators.  
Table 28 presents the distribution of importance ratings between the department 
administrators and the principal investigators associated with answering the phone with a 
friendly phone tone.  The trend continued for a higher percentage (48.3%, N = 113) of 
the department administrator group as opposed to the principal investigator group 
(34.5%, N = 147) to rate a service in the ―Very Important‖ category.  Nearly a one out of 
every two of the department administrators viewed this factor as being highly important 
for a successful Office of Research Administration.  On the other hand, principal 
investigators did not attach quite the same level of importance to answering the phone 
with a friendly tone. 
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Table 28 
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Friendly Phone Tone 
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
Friendly Phone Tone  N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important  43  18.4           109 25.6  152 23.0  
 
Important    78 33.3                 170 39.9  248 37.6 
 
Very Important               113 48.3           147 34.5  260 39.4 
 
  
 Team Effort was another item that displayed a significant difference in the 
importance ratings between department administrators and principal investigators, 2 (1, 
N = 658) = 22.896, p = .000.  The information, as shown in Table 29, indicated the 
continuing trend of the high concentration of the department administrators (60.0%, N = 
141) in the ―Very Important‖ category.  Similar to the significant difference in the 
importance ratings for the training of new employees (Table 22), principal investigators 
were almost equally split between the categories of ―Important‖ (43.5% N = 184) and 
―Very Important‖ (41.6%, N = 176).  Clearly, the department administrator group placed 
more emphasis on a team effort approach than did the principal investigator group. 
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Table 29 
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Team Effort 
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
Friendly Phone Tone  N     %             N    %   N   % 
 
Less Than Important  16   6.8            63 14.9    79 12.0  
 
Important    78 33.2              184  43.5  262 40.0 
 
Very Important               141 60.0           176 41.6  317 48.0 
 
  
Following team effort, the equal treatment of departments by the Office of 
Research Administration exhibited a significant difference from the Mantel Haenszel chi-
square analysis, 2 (1, N = 656) = 15.076, p = .000.  Table 23 provides the data for this 
attribute.  Again, the trend of a larger proportion of the department administrators 
(66.7%, N = 154) perceiving this service as ―Very Important‖ exceeded the proportion of 
principal investigators (51.5%, N = 219) that viewed this same attribute in the ―Very 
Important‖ category.  Moreover, this item also followed a similar trend of a larger 
proportion of principal investigators (12.2%, N = 52) than department administrators 
(6.1%, N = 14) to rate a variable as being ―Less Than Important‖ for a successful Office 
of Research Administration. 
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Table 30 
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Equal Treatment  
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
Equal Treatment    N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important  14   6.1            52 12.2   66 10.1  
 
Important    63 27.3                154 36.2  217 33.1 
 
Very Important               154 66.7           219 51.5  373 56.9 
 
             
A significant difference in the percentage of respondents giving different importance 
ratings was found in the variable dealing with the availability of a confidential hotline, 2 
(1, N = 639) = 15.625, p = .000.  Continuing with the trend of the previous attributes, the 
availability of a confidential hotline was rated in the ―Very Important: category by 30.1% 
(N = 69) of the department administrators as opposed to 17.6% (N = 72) of the principal 
investigators.  Table 31 shows that slightly less than half (47.3%, N = 194) of the 
principal investigators perceived the availability of a confidential hotline to be an 
attribute associate with a successful Office of Research Administration.   
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Table 31 
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Confidential Hotline 
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
Confidential Hotline  N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important  79  34.5           194 47.3  273 42.7  
 
Important    81 35.4                144 35.1  225 35.2 
 
Very Important                 69 30.1             72 17.6  141 22.1 
 
  
Chi-square analysis demonstrated a significant difference in the importance 
ratings for the two attributes pertaining to the organizational structure of the Office of 
Research Administration, that of dealing with the one person for pre-award and a 
different person for post-award and dealing, 2 (1,N = 619) = 18.317, p = .001 and that 
of dealing with the same person for pre-award and post-award, 2 (1, N = 652) = 8.64, p 
= .003.  These two items are mutually exclusive and neither failed to gain a majority 
from both groups in the ―Important‖ and ―Very Important‖ categories.   
In addition to exhibiting a significant difference in the importance ratings between 
the two groups, these two items broke with the trend where more department 
administrators than principal investigators continually rated a service as ―Very 
Important‖.  The distributions showed a reversal trend in that a larger percentage of 
department administrators (32.0%, N = 71) rated the attribute of one person for pre-
award and one person for post-award as ―Important‖ versus those department 
administrator whom rated this item as ―Very Important‖ (26.6%, N = 59).   
Moreover, the attribute of dealing with the same person for pre-award and post-
award showed a significant difference with more principal investigators (30.4%, N = 
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129) rated this service as ―Very Important‖ than did department administrators (23.7%, N 
= 54).  
Table 32 shows the distribution data for the one person for pre-award and another 
person for post-award.  Table 33 shows the distribution data for the same person for both 
pre-award and post-award.   
Table 32 
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for One Pre-Award / One Post-Award  
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
One Pre/ One Post  N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important               92 41.4           239 60.2  301 53.5  
 
Important    71 32.0                91  22.9  162 26.2 
 
Very Important                59 26.6             67 16.9  126 20.4 
 
  
Table 33  
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Same Person Pre-Award/Post-Award 
 
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
Same Pre/Post   N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important              125 54.8           175 41.3  300 46.0  
 
Important    49 21.5                120 28.3  169 25.9 
 
Very Important                54 23.7           129 30.4  183 28.1 
 
 
             
The final variable where a significant difference in the percentage of were seen occurred 
with the flexible hours of operations, 2 (1, N = 653) = 6.222, p = .013.  However, this 
variable failed to garner a majority in the ―Important‖ and ―Very Important‖ ratings from 
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the responses in either group.  The percentages of the different responses presented in 
Table 34 indicate a clear rating of the lack of importance by both groups, especially the 
department administrator group where seven out of 10 (70.9%, N = 163) chose a ―Less 
Than Important‖ rating for the availability of flexible operating hours for the Office of 
Research Administration. 
Table 34 
Distribution of Degrees of Importance for Flexible Operating Hours 
 
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Total Group 
 
Flex Hours   N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important              163 70.9           252 59.6  415 63.6  
 
Important    42 18.3                 112 26.5  154 23.4 
 
Very Important                25 10.9             59 13.2    84 13.0 
 
              
 
In summary, the frequency distributions of perceptions of importance indicated 
that 18 of the 22 attributes were perceived as either ―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖ 
performance metrics by >50% of the department administrators and principal 
investigators for a successful Office of Research Administration.  Linear-by-linear 
association chi-square analyses conducted on the 22 attributes resulted in a total of 12 
attributes that demonstrated significant differences in the importance ratings between the 
groups.  Nine of the 12 attributes that demonstrated significant differences in the 
importance ratings were items that had received a majority from both groups as 
―Important‖ and ―Very Important.‖  In other words, of the original 18 attributes that 
shared a majority, half demonstrated significant differences in the importance ratings 
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between department administrators and principal investigators. While department 
administrators and principal investigators may both deem a service to be important, the 
degree of that importance differed significantly for nine of those 18 items.  
Two of the 12 attributes demonstrating significant differences in the importance 
ratings were mutually exclusive.  The final 12 attributes failed to gain a majority from 
either the department administrator group of the principal investigator group of 
―Important‖ and ―Very Important‖ ratings.  Table 35 recaps the Mantel Haenszel chi-
square scores for the items where a significant difference in the importance ratings was 
present between department administrators and principal investigators.  
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Table 35 
Mantel Haenszel Analysis of Variables with Statistically Significant Difference in 
Degrees of Importance between the Department Administrator Group and the  
Principal Investigator Group 
 
   Department Administrators       Principal Investigators Mantel Haenszel 
Variable                N    %             N     %                  2         p 
 
Update trainings                        235            36.0           418              64.0  129.098      .000 
 
Training of new employees         235 35.4           428  64.6  101.528      .000  
 
Easy access to policies           233 35.1                 430  64.9    64.289      .000 
 
Team effort            235 35.7                 423  64.3    22.876       .000 
 
One pre / one post           222 35.9                 397  64.1    18.317       .000 
 
Return of phone messages           234 35.3                 429  64.7    17.697       .000 
 
Friendly phone tone            234 35.5                 426  64.5    11.125       .001 
 
Equal treatment             231 35.2                 425  64.8    15.076       .000 
 
Confidential hotline           229 35.8                 410  64.2    15.625       .000 
 
Easy access to forms           233 35.1                 431  64.9    11.919       .001 
 
Same pre & post                         228 35.0                424  65.0      8.602       .003 
 
Flexible hours                          230 35.2                423  64.8      6.222       .013 
 
 
 
Analysis of Demographic Variables 
The third research question sought to determine whether demographics played a 
role in influencing the perceptions of either the department administrators or the principal 
investigators.  The analyses for this research question were computed by cross-tabulation 
of the importance ratings (―Very Important,‖ Important,‖ and ―Less Than Important‖) of 
the 22 survey items with an independent variable, and the linear-by-linear chi-square test 
was used to determine significant relationships between the importance ratings and the 
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demographic variable.  Since an ordinal variable is cross-tabulated with a binary variable, 
the Mantel Haenszel linear-by-linear chi-square test was appropriate.  Separate chi-square 
testing for each of the two groups was completed for all of the variables.  Only those few 
variables where significant chi-squares appeared are discussed in this section.    
Type of Institutions–Principal Investigators 
Analyses of the perceptions of the principal investigator group as influenced by 
the type of institution produced significant chi-square results for only one  of the 22 
attributes, the importance of training updates, 2 (1, N = 429) = 4.20, p = .040.  Table 36 
illustrates the results of the importance of training updates as reported in the different 
importance ratings by the type of institution for the principal investigator group.  
Principal investigators from both public and private institutions had the largest 
percentage of ratings in the ―Very Important‖ category, but a significant differenced was 
noted.  The principal investigators doing research at public institutions (69.2%, N = 99) 
exceeded the percentage of the researchers dealing with private institutions (61.2%, N = 
175).  In general, almost the identical percentage of principal investigators from public 
institutions (26.6%, N = 38) and principal investigators from private institutions (29.4%, 
N = 84) rated this variable in the ―Important‖ range.   
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Table 36 
 
Cross Tabulation of Type of Institution and Importance of Ratings for  
Principal Investigators–Training Updates 
 
       
                                        Public  Private   Total Group 
 
Training Updates   N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important    6    4.2            27   9.4  33   7.7  
 
Important    38  26.6            84 29.4              122 28.4 
  
Very Important                99  69.3           175 61.2              274 63.9 
 
 
 
Type of Institutions – Department Administrators 
The importance of flexibility in negotiations, 2 (1, N = 221) = 4.51, p = .020 and 
the importance of technical assistance, 2 (1, N = 233) = 5.45, p = .020, displayed a 
significant relationship in the chi-square results within the department administrator 
group when related to public and private institutions..  Department administrators 
(43.1%, N = 50) located at public institutions rated the importance of flexibility in 
negotiations higher than their counterparts (30.5%, N = 32) in the private universities and 
colleges.  Table 37 displays the results of the cross-tabulation of the type of institution 
and the distribution of the importance ratings for flexibility in negotiations.   
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Table 37 
 
Cross Tabulation of Type of Institution and Importance of Ratings for  
Department Administrators–Flexibility in Negotiations 
 
       
                                        Public  Private   Total Group 
 
Flexibility in Negotiations  N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important  24  20.7            32 30.5  56 25.3  
 
Important    42 36.2            41 39.0  83 37.6 
 
Very Important                50 43.1           32  30.5  82 37.1 
 
             
Department administrators in both types of institutions rated the importance of technical 
assistance to be ―Very Important,‖ but a larger percentage of department administrators 
in public institutions (62.3%, N = 76) gave this highest rating as compared to their 
counterparts (45.0%, N = 50) operating within the private institutional sector.  Table 38 
contains the results of the distributions for this cross-tabulation.   
Table 38 
 
Cross Tabulation of Type of Institution and Importance of Ratings for Department  
Administrators – Technical Assistance 
 
       
                                        Public  Private   Total Group 
 
Technical Assistance   N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important  17  13.9            22 19.8  39 16.7  
 
Important    29  23.8            39 35.1  68 29.2 
 
Very Important                76  62.3            50 45.0              126 54.1 
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Amount of Research Funding–Principal Investigators 
The principal investigator group presented a challenge for chi-square testing since 
there were small numbers of responses in several of the funding categories.  Thus, for this 
analysis, the funding data were reorganized into two different groups: less than $1 million 
and $1+ million.  Significant chi-square tests appeared for two of the 22 attributes, 
flexibility in negotiations 2 (1, N = 409) = 5.77, p = .016, and the same person pre-
award and post-award, 2 (1, N = 412) = 5.30, p = .021.  One would tend to believe that 
the larger the amount of research dollars, the more important flexibility in negotiations 
would be to the principal investigator.  However, linear-by-linear chi-square tests 
indicated significance between these two variables but not in the manner as expected.  
The lower the amount of the research dollars funding, the more the principal investigator 
rated this attribute as being ―Very Important‖ (37.8%, N = 111 versus 27%, N = 31).  
Table 39 contains the results for the cross-tabulation between research dollars of the 
individual principal investigators and the importance of flexibility in negotiations. 
Table 39 
Cross Tabulation of Amount of Research Funding and Importance of  
Ratings for Principal Investigators–Flexibility in Negotiations 
 
       
                                        <$ 1 Million  $1+ Million  Total Group 
 
Flexibility in Negotiations  N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important  75  25.5            41 35.7              116  28.4  
 
Important               108  36.7           43  37.4              151  36.9 
  
Very Important              111  37.8            31  27.0              142  34.7 
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Table 40 displays results of the significant chi-squares for the cross-tabulation of 
between research dollars amounts and the importance of using the same person for both 
pre-award and post-award for the principal investigators, 2 (1, N = 412) = 5.30, p = 
.021.  The most notable data within this table suggested that the more the amount of 
research dollars, the less important dealing with the same person becomes for the 
principal investigators.  While overall principal investigators demonstrated a slight 
preference for the same person for both pre-award and post award, the larger the amount 
of research dollars secured by the individual principal investigator, the tendency to rate 
this item as ―Less Than Important‖ increases within among the principal investigators.  
Principal investigators that have secured over $1 million in research funds (43.5%, N = 
50) gave this survey item a ―Less Than Important‖ rating versus those principal 
investigators with <$1 million dollars, 27.3% (N = 81) of whom rated this survey item as 
―Less Than Important‖.       
Table 40 
Cross Tabulation of Amount of Research Funding and Importance of Ratings for 
Principal Investigators–Same Person Pre-Award/Post Award 
 
       
                                        <$ 1 Million  $1+ Million  Total Group 
 
Flexibility in Negotiations  N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Less Than Important               81  27.3            50 43.5              131  31.8  
 
Important               116  39.1            31 27.0              147  35.7 
  
Very Important              100  33.7             34 29.6              134  32.5 
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Amount of Research Funding–Department Administrators 
Using the demographic variable of amount of funding handled by department 
administrators, yielded only one service item with a significant chi-square.  Working with 
the same person for pre-award and post-award, 2 (1, N = 195) = 5.71, p = .017, was the 
one attribute that gave an indication of influence by the demographic variable of amount 
of research funds handled.  This survey item was one of the three items that lacked >50% 
of the group to rate this as ―Very Important‖ or ―Important.‖  An interesting trend noted 
in this table is that for department administrators handling less than $10 million dollars 
the ―Very Important‖ rating is at its highest of 40% (N = 8), nearly double the 
percentages in the next two categories of  $10-49 Mil (20.4%, N = 11) and $50-99 Mil 
(21.7%, N = 18). The last range of $100+ Mil has only 13.2% (N = 5) giving this item a 
rating of ―Very Important.‖  Table 41 displays the results of the cross-tabulation between 
research dollars handled and the importance of the same person pre-award and post-
award for the department administrator group.  
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Table 41 
Cross Tabulation of Amount of Funding and Importance of Ratings for Department 
Administrators–Same Person Pre-Award/Post Award 
     
          
       <$10 Mil      $10-49Mil      $50-99 Mil          $100 + Mil      Total 
 
                
Same Person  
Pre /Post N % N % N % N % N % 
 
  
Less Than Important 7 35.0 27 50.0 51 61.4 24 63.2 109 55.9 
 
Important 5 25.0 16 29.6 14 16.9 9 23.7 44 22.6 
 
Very Important 8 40.0 11 20.4 18 21.7 5 13.2 42 21.5 
 
 
 
Job Position – Principal Investigators 
Due to the majority of department administrators listing the category of ―Other‖ 
as their job position, job position as a demographic influenced was analyzed using linear-
by-linear chi-square tests for the principal investigator group solely.  To find out if a 
direct relationship existed between different levels of faculty and any of the 22 attributes, 
this researcher only includes responses received from Assistant Professor, Associate 
Professor, and Professor.  The reasoning behind this decision was twofold.  First, the 
limitation of responses received from the two categories of Deans/Directors and ―Other‖ 
were very limited.  Second, the job position of Dean/Director typically contains a heavily 
weighted administrative portion of the job duties versus the traditional split duties 
between research and teaching associated with the professoriate.  
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Only the attribute of using the same person for pre-award and post award 
demonstrated a significant chi-square, 2 (1, N = 383) = 6.91, p = .009.  The most 
notable differences arose in the ―Less Than Important‖ ratings between the Assistant 
Professors (27.2%, N = 68) and Associate Professors (42.7%, N = 32) and in the ―Very 
Important‖ rating where Assistant Professors displayed a greater preference (35.6%, N = 
89) than Associate Professors (21.3%, N = 16).  Interestingly, Professors were in the 
middle for both of these ratings.  Table 42 lists the results of the significant chi-square 
cross-tabulation between job ranking and the importance of using the same person for 
pre-award and post award. 
Table 42 
Cross-Tabulation of Amount of Job Ranking and Importance of Ratings for Principal 
Investigators – Same Person Pre-award – Post-award 
 
       
                                Assistant           Associate       Full       Total 
                                        Professor             Professor              Professor             Group 
 
Same Person Pre / Post         N       %             N         %                 N         %                 N     % 
 
Less Than Important        68      27.2            32      42.7               23      39.7    123 32.1 
 
Important          93      37.2            27       36.0                 20      34.5               140      36.6 
 
Very Important         89      35.6            16        21.3                15      25.9               120 31.3 
 
 
 
 
Perceptions of Services at Current Institutions 
The last research question investigated the perceptions of the department 
administrators and principal investigators to determine how often these 22 attributes were 
present at their respective Offices of Research Administration of their current institutions.  
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The research question was not designed to analyze the frequencies within the group of 
service offerings but rather, to compare the frequency rate of the current service level to 
each of the 22 service items, especially to those 18 service items designated as 
―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖ by both groups.  In other words, this study did not 
address whether less important services, as identified by the two user groups, were being 
provided with greater frequencies by their current institutions than those services 
identified as ―Important‖ or ―Very Important.‖  This study was addressed the level of 
frequency for which each service item not the fact that one service item was being 
provided on a more frequent basis than another service item.  Additionally this question 
served to provide an analysis of the perceptions of each group. 
Frequencies distributions were computed for each group.  Frequency distributions 
were segregated into the following categories:   ―Consistently,‖ ―Usually,‖ 
―Occasionally,‖ and ―Never.‖  The selection of ―Not Sure,‖ listed in the original survey 
was included as a missing response in the analysis.  Ideally, the Office of Research 
Administration should achieve the ―Consistently‖ rating from the department 
administrators and principal investigators, especially for the 18 attributes identified as 
―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖ by >50% of the both the department administrators and 
principal investigators.  Table 43 displays the frequency distributions reported by the 
department administrators.  Table 44 illustrates the frequency distributions reported by 
the principal investigators.      
The perceptions of current services received by department administrators and 
principal investigators demonstrated diverse perceptions between the groups.  Of the 18 
shared items of importance (designated by at least 50% of the group as ―Important‖ or 
110 
―Very Important‖), current institutions fared better in their performance among the 
principal investigators than with the department administrators.  Only three items—
flexibility in negotiations (28.6%, N = 85), a personalized list of funding opportunities 
(32.2%, N = 123), and a web listing of funding opportunities (43.6%, N = 136), failed to 
garner >50% in the combined scores of ―Usually‖ and ―Consistently‖ within the principal 
investigator group versus the six service items that failed to reach that same >50% 
performance level from the department administrator group.   
Within the department administrator group, the lowest ranking was received by 
the service item dealing with end notices of the grants (39.6%, N = 70).  In addition, 
setting up the internal account (43.2%, N = 79), training updates (44.4, N = 83), return of 
phone messages in 24-48 hours (45.9%, N = 83), return of email messages in 24-48 hours 
(46.9%, N = 91), and friendly phone tone (49.3%, N = 99), comprise the remaining six 
service items failed to score more than 50% in the combined categories of ―Usually‖ and 
―Consistently‖ by the department administrator group.   
Of the priority factors that were rated as ―Important‖ and ―Very Important‖ by 
>90% or more from both groups, these service items  fared much better in the eyes of the 
principal investigators over the department administrator group.  Priority factors should 
warrant the performance level of ―Consistently‖ due to the critical nature as perceived by 
the respondents from both groups.   The return of phone messages within 24-48 hours, 
the easy access to forms, the internal account set-up, and the response to email messages 
within 24-4 hours (Table 18), all received the rating in the ―Consistently‖ category at a 
higher percentage rate from the principal investigator respondents over the department 
administrator respondents.  One out of three principal investigators (33.2%, N = 129) 
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stated that their phone messages were ―Consistently‖ returned within 24-48 hours 
whereas as less than one out of five department administrators (17.8%, N = 33) reported 
at the same level of service.  Similarly, only 20.6% (N = 40) of the department 
administrators rated the service of responding to email messages within 24-48 hours by 
the Office of Research Administration under the ―Consistently‖ category versus the 
36.8% (N = 150) of the principal investigators.  Likewise, for the easy access to forms 
and the internal account set-up received the ―Consistently‖ rating from a higher 
percentage of the principal investigator group (34.3%, N = 130 and 25.1%, N = 85, 
respectively) than from the department administrator group (25.0%, N = 48 and 19.7%, N 
= 36, respectively). 
The additional five priority items that exhibited  >90% or higher percentage in the 
―Important‖ and ―Very Important‖ categories only among the department administrator 
group (Table 18), the new trainings (51.0%, N =105), the training updates (44.4%, N 
=83), the team effort attitude (51.5%, N = 104), equal treatment (56.8%, N = 113), and 
the easy access to policies (54.0%, N = 109), were reported in the > 50% performance 
level for the combined frequencies of ―Consistently‖ and ―Usually‖ with the exception of 
the training updates. All of these five attributes were rated below the 25% level in the 
―Consistently‖ category by the department administrator respondents that felt these 
attributes to be important performance metrics for a successful Office of Research 
Administration.  Moreover, a significantly larger percentage of the principal investigator 
respondents (29.2%, N = 100) reported ―Consistently‖ ratings for new trainings provided 
by the Office of Research Administration than did the department administrator 
respondents (20.9%, N = 43); yet, it was the department administrators group that had 
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stressed the importance of this particular service.  Approximately only one out of every 
five of the respondents in the department administrator group perceived that their Office 
of Research Administration provides any of these five priority items on a consistent basis. 
It is interesting to note, the principal investigators reported that their preference of 
working with the same person pre-award and post-award was only present at a 
―Consistently‖ and ―Usually‖ level for 42.2% (N = 154) of the time.  Whereas, the 
department administrators reported that their preference for the opposite of working with 
one person for pre-award and one person for post-award was present at a ―Consistently‖ 
or ―Usually‖ level in slightly over half (51.5%, N = 105) of the cases.  It appears that 
principal investigators are not receiving their choice for organizational structure as 
frequently as do the department administrators.    
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Table 43 
Frequencies and Percentages of Performance Levels of 22 Service Items Available at 
Current Institutions – Department Administrators    
               
      Department Administrators 
             
 
     Consistently               Usually              Occasionally                  Never                
    
Attribute      N           %       N          %       N           %             N          %              
 
Funding Notice to Department 52 26.1 73  36.7 45    22.6       29         14.6  
New Training 43 20.9 62  30.1 68    33.0       33  16.0 
Billings & Collections 51 25.1 73  36.0 55    27.1   24 11.8 
Personal Funding Notice  50 25.3 76  38.4 50    25.3   22 11.1 
Flexible in Negotiations 49 25.3 63  32.5 54    27.8   28 14.4 
Web Listing of Funding 58 29.0 52  26.0 56    28.0   34 17.0 
Same Person Pre/Post                           40 20.7 65  33.7 62    32.1   26 13.5 
Confidential Hotline 45 23.4 61  31.8 53    27.6   33 17.2 
One Pre / One Post 49 24.0 56  27.5 67    32.8   32 15.7   
Certified Research Administrator  51 26.0 66  33.7 54    27.6   25 10.6 
Phone Messages 33 17.8 52  28.1 54    23.0   46 24.9 
Training Updates 40 21.4 43  23.0 58    31.0   46 24.6 
EZ Forms Access 48 25.0 48  25.0 56    29.2   40 20.8 
Internal Account Set-up 36 19.7 43  23.5 52    28.4   52 28.4 
End Date Notices 32 18.1 38  21.5 63    35.6   44 24.9 
Friendly Phone Tone 44 21.9 55  27.4 51    25.4   51 25.4 
Flexible Hours 26 14.5 49  27.4 58    32.4   46 25.7 
Team Effort 45 22.3 59  29.2 60    29.7   38 18.8 
Email Messages 40 20.6 51  26.3 62    32.0   41 21.1 
EZ Policy Access 48 23.8 61  30.2 56    27.7   37 18.3 
Technical Assistance 40 20.5 76  39.0 53    27.2   26 13.3 
Equal Treatment 47 23.6 66  33.2 60    30.2   26 13.1 
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Table 44 
Frequencies and Percentages of Performance Levels of 22 Service Items Available at 
Current Institutions – Principal Investigators    
               
          Principal Investigators    
 
     Consistently               Usually              Occasionally                  Never                
    
Attribute      N            %       N          %       N          %             N          %              
 
Funding Notice to Department 106 26.9 108  27.7 109 27.7   71     18.0    
New Training 100 29.2 102  29.7  92     21.2       49          14.3     
Billings & Collections 100 35.6  82  29.2  29     10.3   70 24.9 
Personal Funding Notice  45 11.8  78  20.4 114     29.8 145 38.0 
Flexible in Negotiations  16   5.4  69  23.2 135     45.3  78 26.2 
Web Listing of Funding  65 20.8  71  22.8  78     25.0  98 31.4 
Same Person Pre/Post                      65 17.8  89  24.4  99     27.1 112 30.7 
Confidential Hotline  50 26.5  57  30.2  42     22.2  40 21.2   
One Pre / One Post   61 18.2  93  21.5  97     29.0  84 25.1   
Certified Research Administrator  34 32.7  33  31.7  27     26.0  10   9.6 
Phone Messages 129 33.2 172  44.2  75     19.3  13   3.3 
Training Updates  66 20.4 123  38.0 100     30.9  35 10.8 
EZ Forms Access 130 34.3 144  38.0  75     19.8  30   7.9 
Internal Account Set-up                  85 25.1 116  34.3 104     30.8  33   9.8 
End Date Notices  99 27.0 122  33.2  84     22.9  62 14.3 
Friendly Phone Tone 121 31.5 192  50.0  65     16.9   6   1.6  
Flexible Hours  16  5.0  32    9.9  66     20.4 209 64.7 
Team Effort  84 20.9 174  43.3 117     29.1  27   6.7 
Email Messages 150 36.8 173  42.4  77     18.9   8   2.0 
EZ Policy Access  92 26.6 148  42.8  82     23.7  24   6.9 
Technical Assistance  90 26.9 125  37.4  82     24.6  37 11.1 
Equal Treatment  84 34.7  90  37.2  48     19.8  20   8.3 
 
 
Responses to Open-ended Question 
The third page of the survey listed only one open-ended question that invited 
respondents to list other important aspects that in their opinion would add value to an 
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Office of Research Administration.  A significant result of this research study was the 
amount of comments received in response to the open-end question.  Respondents in both 
groups were provided the opportunity to ―Please list any other important aspects that in 
your opinion would add value to an Office of Research Administration‖ on the third page 
of the survey.  Nearly half of the department administrators (45%), 106 of the 235 
respondents provided some comment.  Equally surprising is that 28%, or 121 of the 433 
respondents in the principal investigator group took time to submit text comments to this 
open question area.  These figures were uncharacteristically high and represent large 
portion of the respondents who actually took the time to type in additional thoughts and 
comments.   
Four emerging themes surfaced from the review of the comments received from 
both groups.  For analysis and reporting purposes, the four themes were categorized as 
staffing related comments, communications related comments, online-related comments, 
and comments specifically related to one or more of the 22 survey attributes.  Quotes 
from actual surveys are used throughout this section to maintain the authentic 
characteristics of the comments.   
Staffing Related Comments 
Staffing related comments received from both groups highlighted the importance 
of adequate and competent staffing for a successful Office of Research Administration.  
A common thread shared by both groups was the amount of adequate staff assigned to the 
Office of Research Administration.  Multiple comments referenced ―adequate staff‖ as an 
important component to success.  In particular, one department administrator commented, 
―Enough personnel for both pre and post award to handle the workload without crisis,‖ 
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and another department administrator referred to the ―volume of research.‖  From the 
principal investigator group, one respondent remarked, ―The office is often under-staffed 
which leads to bottlenecks.‖   
The knowledge and competence level of the staff of the Office of Research 
Administration were the subject of more than 10% of the each of the group‘s comments.  
Either knowledge or competence was listed in 13 of the department administrators and 25 
of the principal administrators.  Comments from the principal investigator group 
pertaining to this area range from the ability ―to answer questions‖ and ―correct 
mistakes‖ to ―specialized knowledge of study protocols‖ along with the ability to solve 
problems.  A principal investigator emphasized that the staff should understand the 
research not just the time limits imposed.  Comments from the department administrator 
group tended to be more critical of the staff competency as seen in the comment, 
―Mediocrity should not be tolerated in any form.‖  Additionally, the department 
administrators focused on knowledge and competence levels related to ―the ability to 
discuss complicated issues related to interputations [sic] of policies,‖ an expertise in 
contract issues, and a ―familiarity with funding officers.‖  
One principal investigator stated that while competence was the most important 
aspect, a service mentality was the second most important.  Comments regarding a 
customer service mentality for the staff of the Office of Research Administration 
prevailed equally among the department administrators and principal investigators.  The 
principal investigator group was more demonstrative when referring to customer service 
associated with the Office of Research Administration expressing attitudes that the office 
existed only to assist the faculty.  Some of the more emphatic comments noted from the 
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principal investigator group were: ―…sole job is to help investigators‖; ―…need to 
understand that they work for tresearcher [sic] not the other way around!‖; ―A reminder 
that an ORA is primarily there to help a PI. PIs are NOT the enemy. Rather, they are the 
reason why the office exists (our research dollars fund them!)‖; and ―…not treat the 
investigators as idiots who are obviously kiniving [sic] and dishonest.‖    
The department administrator group was not without similar comments but these 
comments tended to promote a less hostile attitude towards the Office of Research 
Administration.  Perhaps the strongest comment noted from the department 
administrators was, ―Most times the atmosphere between the departments and ORA feels 
like ―Us‖ against ―Them.‖ going both ways.‖  Interestingly, multiple department 
administrators referenced service in terms of helping or assisting not themselves, but the 
principal investigators.  An example of this attitude was noted in a comment registered by 
a department administrator who wrote, ―Attitude of Office of Research Administration 
should be that of providing a ―SERVICE‖ to researchers.‖   
Department administrators differed in the perspective of the exact customer in 
customer service.  One department administrator stated that the ―investigators are the 
customers‖ yet, another department administrator claimed that the Office of Research 
Administration should provide good customer service to the departments as the 
departments are the customers.  
Communication-Related Comments 
The predominant trend that emerged from comments pertaining to 
communications focused on the ability for both the department administrators and the 
principal investigators to contact the Office of Research Administration.  Organization 
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charts, designated point of contact, and a ―listing of who does what‖ were all mentioned 
as important aspects that would add value to an Office of Research Administration by 
respondents from both groups.  It would appear that both groups are not always certain of 
whom to contact within the Office of Research Administration.  One principal 
investigator also noted of the importance to update a contact list when there are personnel 
changes within the ORA.  One principal investigator offered the suggestion that the 
Office of Research Administration designate one person just to answer the phones and 
direct calls to the correct ORA staff member. 
A few department administrators commented about the Office of Research 
Administration as a venue to promote communications between other departments at the 
institution.  Ongoing seminars, networking events, and periodic meetings hosted by the 
Office of Research Administration were suggested to increase the knowledge between the 
departments for possible future collaborations.  Interestingly, no commentary regarding 
increased collaborations was evident within the principal investigator group, whom were 
primarily concerned with accessing the right contact person and receiving timely 
feedback. 
Timely communication by the Office of Research Administration was requested 
by various respondents in the principal investigator group.  Principal investigators 
indicated the importance of timely review following the proposal submission.  There was 
only a single similar comment present in the department administrator group.  However, 
timely communication was not limited only to proposal submissions, but included 
receiving feedback when proposals are not funded and timely turnaround for signatures 
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when needed from the Office of Research Administration.  These items were not 
mentioned by any of the department administrators.    
Online-Related Comments 
Online was a popular topic receiving more than a dozen comments from each of 
the department administrator group and the principal investigator group.  It is evident 
from the gist of the comments received that the Office of Research Administration should 
utilize an online platform whenever possible.  Electronic handling of all forms for 
proposal submission was mentioned and more specifically, the Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) process was highlighted as a potential area for conversion to an online 
environment.  Both department administrators and principal investigators suggested for 
the Office of Research Administration to post templates with standardized information 
that would aid in proposal submission.   
Online training and online policy retrieval received comments from both 
department administrators and principal investigators.  Again, the department 
administrators demonstrated concern about the principal investigators in their comments 
stating that having these items online would provide flexibility needed by the researchers.  
Principal investigators did not express similar concerns for the department administrators.  
Online availability for budgetary information and boilerplate templates with standard 
subcontract terms were other topics that received multiple comments from both the 
department administrator group and the principal investigator group. 
Survey Items Related Comments 
The research showed that department administrators and principal investigators 
used the open question area to comment on one of the 22 attributes previously listed in 
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the survey.  Comments were received focused primarily on three of the 22 items.  The 
three survey items receiving comments were flexible negotiations, team effort, and 
billings and collections.  Flexible negotiations received the most comments from the 
principal investigator group.  Team effort had more comments from the department 
administrator group than the principal investigator group.   
Flexibility in negotiations appeared to present somewhat of a paradox especially 
to the principal investigators whom valued consistency and equal treatment also desired 
flexibility in the negotiation process citing,  ―Flexibility in dealing with individual 
characteristics of varying research protocols.‖  The remaining comments from the 
principal investigator group focused on a rapid timeframe for negotiations.  None of the 
department administrator comments related to this service attribute. 
Department administrators stressed the importance of a team effort approach by 
the comments recorded.  Team effort was cited by one department administrator who 
offered the approach to ―teach each other‖ signifying a true team effort attitude.  Two 
other department administrators provided the straightforward comments of ―willingness 
to work as a team player‖ and ―maintaining a team approach.‖  Two additional 
department administrators requested that department administrators have some input in 
the implementation of new policies and the ORA should act as a partner with the 
departments.  Consistency was viewed as a part of a team effort by one department 
administrator who advised the Office of Research Administration, ―act in unison with 
other departments involved in the same proposal/contract‖.  
Interestingly, multiple comments from the department administrator group 
demonstrated a different perspective of the meaning of team effort.  Six comments 
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centered on the team effort approach between pre-award and post-award sections of the 
Office of Research Administration.  The strongest of the comments from the department 
administrator group was one that stated, ―they DO NOT COMMUNICATE with each 
other—is a serious problem. Literally the left hand does know what the right hand is 
doing.‖ Other comments were of a milder nature that stated the importance that a team 
effort approach be maintained between the pre-award and post-award segments, 
especially to provide a clear and consistent message from the Office of Research 
Administration to the research community of the institution.  There was no reference 
made to a team effort for the pre-award and post-award sections of the Office of Research 
Administration by the respondents in the principal investigator group.  
The three comments pertaining to billings and collections were all located within 
the principal investigator group.  These comments pertained to the clarification of the 
survey item.  One respondent called the item ―ambiguous‖ and did not respond since this 
individual was uncertain about what was included in the term, billings.  The two 
remaining comments mentioned that the billing and collection process, to their 
knowledge was handled in multiple areas and did not have enough knowledge to 
adequate respond to this survey item.  These comments are important to mention since 
the survey item, billings and collections done by the Office of Research Administration, 
did have the second lowest responses (388 out of 433) within the principal investigator 
group. 
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Summary 
Research Question 1: What performance measures are perceived by the principal 
investigators and department administrators as important factors of a successful Office 
of Research Administration? 
Both department administrators and principal investigators identified 19 items 
that were viewed by 50% or greater of each group as performance metrics of importance 
for an Office of Research Administration.  Eighteen of the items were identical, however, 
each group demonstrated a different preference for the organizational structure of the 
ORA.  Four of the 18 items fell into the >90% range for the principal investigators.  
Ninety percent of department administrators identified these same four items along with 
an additional five service items as being critical performance measures for a successful 
Office of Research Administration.  
Research Question 2:  Are the perceptions of importance of each group related or 
unrelated?   
Correlation analysis showed that various services were related within both groups 
with the strongest direct relationship occurring between the return of phone messages and 
email messages within the groups. Chi-square analysis between the groups showed that 
although department administrators and principal investigators tend to agree on 
performance measures, the degree level of that importance varied.  The most significant 
variation was related to training of new personnel and updated trainings offered by the 
Office of Research Administration.  Here more of the department administrators gave a 
higher rating of importance than did the principal investigator group. 
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Research Question 3:  Are the perceptions of importance influenced by demographics?  
Demographics played a very limited, to no role at all, in the influence level of the 
majority of the performance measures. The demographic variable of the type of 
institution, public versus private, exhibited significant relationships in two service items 
for department administrators and a single service item for principal investigators.  
Department administrators of public colleges and university rated flexibility in 
negotiations and technical assistance as ―Very Important‖ at a higher percentage than 
their counterparts located at private institutions.  Likewise, principal investigators at 
public institutions rated training updates more frequently than their colleagues at private 
institutions.  Amount of funding yielded one service attribute for the department 
administrators and two for the principal investigators.  The single attribute for the 
department administrators was using the same person for pre-award and post-award that 
initially was not designated as a performance measurement of importance for this group.  
This same attribute did also exhibit a significant relationship for the principal 
investigators where dealing with the same person for pre-award and post-award became 
less important as the amount of funding increased.  Flexibility in negotiation 
demonstrated a strong relationship for those principal investigators with funding <$1 
million dollars.  The final demographic variable to indicate a significant relationship 
again dealt with the service item of dealing with the same person for pre-award and post-
award where Assistant Professors rated this as ―Very Important‖ more often than their 
counterparts of Associate Professor or Full Professor. 
Research Question 4:  What are the perceptions of how frequently these services 
are provided by the current institutions of the two user groups? 
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Principal investigators rated the current services received at a higher frequency 
percentage than did department administrators.  Of the 18 shared attributes, principal 
investigators found that 15 of these items were provided on a ―Consistently‖ or ―Usually‖ 
performance level basis more than 50% of the time.  For these same 18 shared items, the 
department administrators identified fewer items where their current institutions provided 
this service at a ―Consistently‖ or ―Usually‖ level than did the principal investigators.  
The same trend emerged when examining the priority factors for each of the groups.  
Open-ended Question:  Please list any other important aspects that in your opinion 
would add value to an Office of Research Administration.  
The open-ended question gave further insight into items of importance from both 
groups.  A significant finding is the amount of comments that was received from both 
groups.  A theme was included when multiple comments were received from individuals 
(Oliver, 2004).  Themes from both groups echoed the critical need for adequate and 
competent staff for the Office of Research Administration, effective communication on 
the part of the Office of Research Administration, increased utilization of the online 
environment, and the importance for a service mentality and positive attitude of helping 
both principal investigators and department administrators.  
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Chapter 5 
Summary of Study, Conclusions, Implications for Theory, 
Practice, and Research 
Purpose 
 The purpose of this study was to determine what service attributes should be 
designated as performance metrics to provide a successful Office of Research 
Administration in the eyes of the internal user groups of the principal investigators as 
well as the department administrators.  Following determination of those service 
attributes, this study sought to ascertain if these attributes held any relationships within 
the groups and between the groups.  Furthermore, the study also investigated if 
demographics played a role in the perceptions of the two groups.  Finally, this research 
study investigated the relationship between the service items of importance and the 
service items currently provided by the respective institutions.   
 For the purpose of this study, 80 (40 publicly funded and 40 privately funded) 
research universities were selected based on the number of faculty recipients of federal 
awards from the National Institute of Health and the National Science Foundation.  Once 
the principal investigators were identified, the website of the various universities was 
then searched to locate the corresponding department administrator for inclusion in this 
study.   
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Method Summary 
 This researcher developed a four-part survey for distribution to the department 
administrators and principal investigators.  A pilot study was undertaken and a few minor 
changes to the original pilot survey instrument were incorporated.  The final survey 
began with a listing of 22 items to be considered for performance measurements for 
successful Offices of Research Administration.  The second part of the instrument was 
comprised of one open-end question asking each group for additional input.  The initial 
22 service items were listed again in the third part where respondents indicated the 
frequencies of each service item at their current institutions by their Offices of Research 
Administration.  The final part of the survey collected demographic information from the 
respondent.  The survey was identical between the groups with the exception of the two 
service items of trainings, as these were customized to the specific group surveyed.   
 The surveys were distributed through an online survey service known as 
SurveyMonkey.com.  Respondents clicked on the embedded link contained within the 
email invitation and responses were collected by individuals collectors.  The usable 
response rate for principal investigators was approximately 30% (N = 433) and the usable 
response rate for department administrators was approximately 23% (N = 235).  The 
principal investigator response rate equated to a 95% confidence interval and the 
department administrator response rate fell a bit short of the 95% confidence interval but 
substantial exceed the 90% confidence interval with an actual computed 94% confidence 
interval.  The data collected was analyzed using the statistical analysis software, SPSS 
17.0 for Windows.  To investigate the research questions, this researcher used frequency 
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percentages, Cronbach‘s Alpha Reliability, Pearson Correlation Coefficients, and chi-
square linear-by-linear analysis.   
Summary of Findings 
 Four research questions were examined within the parameters of this research 
study.  Each of these research questions is presented below with a narrative summary of 
the important findings. 
Research Question 1:  What performance measures are perceived by the principal 
investigators and department administrators as important factors of a successful Office 
of Research Administration? 
 An important finding was that  >50% of the principal investigators identified 19 
of the 22 service items to be perceived as ―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖ for 
performance measurements associated with a  successful Office of Research 
Administration.  Flexible office hours by the Office of Research Administration ( 40.4%), 
the designation of Certified Research Administrator for the staff of the Office of 
Research Administration (36.7%) , and dealing with one person for pre-award and a 
different person for post award (39.8%) were the items that did not receive a majority 
interest level from the principal investigators to be considered as important factors.  Of 
the 19 service items identified by the principal investigators, four items were designated 
as priority factors due to the fact that >90% of the respondents perceived these as being 
―Very Important‖ or ―Important‖ for a successful Office of Research Administration.  
These four priority factors were:  (a) Easy access to forms (97.2%); (b) Email messages 
returned in 24-48 hours (96.8%); (c) Setup of the internal account (93.3%); and (d) Phone 
messages returned in 24-48 hours (92.3%).  Priority factors were identified from both the 
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principal investigator group and the department administrator group to assist the Office of 
Research Administration in prioritizing strategic performance goals, especially when 
presented with limited resources.  Table 45 lists the service items in order of importance 
based on the cumulative frequency scores for ―Important‖ and ―Very Important‖ from the 
principal investigator group of respondents. 
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Table 45 
 
Performance Metrics of Importance – Principal Investigators 
 
 
Principal Investigators   Very Important        Important  Combined Total 
 
Priority Factors (>90%)  N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Easy access to forms              306 71.0           113 26.2  419 97.2  
 
Email messages (24-48 hrs)           312 72.4                 105 24.4  417 96.8 
 
Setup internal account              282 67.5           108 25.8  390 93.3 
 
Phone messages (24-48 hrs)           274 63.9           122 28.4  296         92.3 
 
Important Factors (>50%)   
 
Equal treatment                              219 51.5           154 36.2  373 87.7 
 
Technical assistance              214 49.8           152 35.3  366 85.1 
 
Promoting team effort              176 41.6           184 43.5  360 85.1 
 
Easy access to policies              198 46.0           163 37.9  361 83.9 
 
Flexible negotiations              154 38.5           180 45.0  334 83.5 
 
End date notices                              191 44.7           165 38.6  356 83.3 
 
Training new employees              164 38.3                  174 40.7  338 79.0 
 
Friendly phone tone              147 34.5                  170 39.9  317 74.4 
 
Personalized funding notice           148 34.7           158 37.1  306 71.8 
 
Billings/Collections by ORA         140 36.1                 134 34.5  274 70.6 
 
Training updates                            103 24.6           191 45.7       294 70.3 
 
Web list of funding              137 31.9           157 36.5  294 68.4 
 
Same person Pre/Post             129 30.4                 119  28.1  248 58.5 
 
Funding notice to dept.             111 26.0           126 29.5            237 55.5 
 
Confidential Hotline               72 17.6           144 35.1  216 52.7 
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 Another important finding was that >50% of the department administrators 
identified 19 of the 22 service items to be ―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖ for 
performance measurements associated with a  successful Office of Research 
Administration.  Flexible office hours by the Office of Research Administration (29.1%), 
the designation of Certified Research Administrator (CRA) for the staff of the Office of 
Research Administration (35.1%) , and dealing with the same person for pre-award and 
post award (45.2%) were the items that did not receive a majority from the department 
administrators to be considered as important factors.  Nine items achieved the priority 
factor status of being designated as ―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖ by > 90% of the 
department administrators as opposed to only four priority factors from the principal 
investigators.  The nine priority factors listed by the department administrators were as 
follows:  (a) Easy access to forms (99.6%); (b) Email messages returned in 24-48 hours 
(97.4%); (c)  Set up internal account (99.1%); (d) Phone messages returned in 24-48 
hours (97.4%); (e) Training new employees (96.6%); (f) Easy access to policies (97.0%); 
(g) Providing training updates to employees (95.7%); (h)  Equal treatment of all 
departments by the Office of Research Administration (94.0%); and (i) the Office of 
Research Administration promoting a team effort (93.2%).  Table 46 lists the service 
items in order of importance based on the cumulative frequency scores for ―Important‖ 
and ―Very Important‖ from the department administrator group of respondents. 
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Table 46 
 
Performance Metrics of Importance - Department Administrators 
 
 
Department Administrators Very Important        Important  Combined Total 
 
Priority Factors (>90%)  N      %             N    %   N   % 
 
Easy access to forms              191 82.0            41 17.6  232 99.6  
 
Setup internal account              187 806            43 18.5  230 99.1 
 
Phone messages (24-48 hrs)           184 78.6            44 18.8  228         97.4 
 
Email messages (24-48 hrs)           180 76.9                  48 20.5  228 97.4 
 
Easy access to policies             182 78.1            44 18.9  226 97.0 
 
Training new employees             189 80.4                  38 16.2  227 96.6 
 
Training updates                           164 69.8            61 26.0       225 95.7 
 
Equal treatment                             154 66.7            63 27.3  217 94.0 
 
Promoting team effort             141 60.0            78 33.2  219 93.2 
 
 
Important Factors (>50%)   
 
Technical assistance              126 54.1            68 29.2  194 83.3 
 
Friendly phone tone              113 48.3                  78 33.3  191 81.6 
 
End date notices                              103 44.0            82 35.0  185 79.0 
 
Flexible negotiations               82 37.1            83 37.6  165 74.7 
 
Billings/Collections by ORA           97 44.1                  65 29.5  162 73.6 
 
Web list of funding                82 31.7            92 40.0  174 71.7 
 
Confidential Hotline               69 30.1            81 35.4  150 65.5 
 
Personalized funding notice             77 33.9            66 29.1  143 63.0 
 
One/Pre – One/Post               59 26.6                  71  32.0  130 58.6 
 
Funding notice to dept.               64 28.2            66 29.1            126 57.3 
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Research Question 2:  Are the perceptions of importance of each group related or 
unrelated? 
This question was examined using two approaches, one approach dealt with direct 
relationships within each of the segmented groups and the other approach examined the 
direct relationship between the principal investigator group and the department 
administrator group.  To determine relationships within the groups, the Pearson 
correlation coefficient analysis was performed.  The results indicated that direct 
relationships did exist within the each of the groups surveyed.   
The strongest direct relationship for the department administrators (r .797, p < 
.01) and principal investigators (r = .625, p < .01) occurred between the same two 
variables of responding to email and phone messages within 24-48 hours.  The principal 
investigator group exhibited multiple significant relationships between the attribute of 
easy access to forms and response to email messages (r = .437), phone messages (r 
=.414), and the timely setup of the internal account (r = .404).  Easy access to forms also 
demonstrated multiple significant direct relationships to ease of access to policies (r = 
.444) and to training updates (r = .410) within the department administrator group.  An 
important finding is also that the second strongest direct relationship between variables 
within the department administrator group occurred between providing trainings to new 
employees and providing training updates to existing employees (r = .484).  Table 47 
summarizes the top findings for the correlations within the principal investigator group 
and within the department administrator group.   
133 
Table 47 
 
Summary of Findings – Important Correlations within the Groups 
 
 
Principal Investigators                        r 
 
Email messages returned in 24-48 hrs. / Phone messages returned in 24-48 hrs. .625 
 
Easy access to forms / Email messages returned in 24-48 hrs .437 
 
Easy access to forms / Phone messages returned in 24-48 hrs. .414 
   
Easy access to forms / Setup internal account .404 
 
 
Department Administrators  r 
 
Email messages returned in 24-48 hrs. / Phone messages returned in 24-48 hrs. .797 
 
Easy access to forms / Easy access to policies .444 
 
Training for new employees / Training updates for existing employees .437 
Easy access to forms / Training updates for existing employees .410 
 
 
When examining the relationship between the two groups, an important finding to 
note is that principal investigators and department administrators generally tend to agree 
on the service items to be provided by a successful Office of Sponsored Research 
Administration.  Each group identified 19 service items that should be associated with a 
successful Office of Research Administration.  Of these 19 attributes, 18 service items 
listed in the survey scored a > 50% majority by both groups.  Additionally, it is 
significant to note that > 90% of both the principal investigators and department 
administrators viewed four of the 18 agreed-upon attributes as ―Important‖ or ―Very 
Important‖:  (a) Easy access to forms; (b) Email messages returned in 24-48 hours; (c) 
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Internal account setup in a timely manner; and (d) Phone messages returned in 24-48 
hours.   
Another important finding for this research question is the comparison of the 
degree of importance between the groups.  Department administrators demonstrated a 
higher degree of importance on multiple service items as opposed to the principal 
investigators.  Most interesting is the fact that department administrators, rather than the 
academically oriented principal investigators, attribute a higher degree of importance to 
the training services offered by the Office of Research Administration.  Results from 
Mantel Haenzel chi-square analyses showed that department administrators place a 
greater emphasis on trainings for new employees, 2 (1, N = 663) = 101.528, p = .000, 
and on training updates for existing employees, 2 (1, N = 653) = 129.098, p = .000, than 
do principal investigators.  Moreover, the department administrator group placed higher 
emphasis on several service items including, easy access to policies, 2 (1, N = 663) = 
64.289, p = .000, easy access to forms, 2 (1, N = 653) = 11.919, p = .001, responding to 
phone messages within 24-48 hours, 2 (1, N = 663) = 17.l698, p = .000, promoting a 
team effort,  2 (1, N = 658) = 22.896, p = .000, and the equal treatment to all 
departments by the Office of Research Administration, 2 (1, N = 656) = 15.076, p = 
.000. 
Another important finding resulted in the contrast of organizational structure 
preference between the department administrators and the principal investigators.  
Principal investigators consistently preferred to deal with the same person for both pre-
award and post award whereas, the department administrators exhibited a preference for a 
separate individual for pre-award and a different individual for post award.  The 
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preference for organizational structure of the Office of Research Administration appears 
to be unrelated between the two groups. 
Research Question 3:  Are the perceptions of importance influenced by demographics? 
The most relevant finding to this research question is the fact that the 
demographic influence on the survey items is minimal.  None of the stated service items 
designated as priority (> 90% combined frequency) demonstrated and direct relationship 
with any of the demographic variables.  Two mentionable findings occurred within the 
principal investigator group.   Providing training updates, highly valued by the 
department administrators, was viewed by principal investigators from public institutions 
with greater importance than their counterparts at private universities, 2 (1, N = 429) = 
4.20, p = .040.  The second mentionable finding pertained to the preference of the 
principal investigator group to work with the same person for pre-award and post award.  
This variable did demonstrate a significant difference when cross tabulated with both the 
amount of personal research funding, 2 (1, N = 412) = 5.30, p = .021, and the job 
position of the principal investigator, 2 (1, N = 383) = 6.91, p = .009.  The research 
indicated that the less the amount of personal research funding, the more important it was 
to the principal investigator to work with the same person for pre-award and post award.  
Similarly, the less experienced, Assistant Professor indicated a greater importance for 
working with the same individual.  It is interesting to note that, while department 
administrators failed to rate working with the same individual pre-award and post award 
as an important factor (>50% combined frequency),  a relationship did occur when the 
amount of funding was examined, 2 (1, N = 195) = 5.71, p = .017.  Moreover, as the 
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amount of funding handled by the department administrator grew, the less importance 
given to this survey item.    
Research Question 4:  What are the perceptions of how frequently these services 
are provided by the current institutions of the two user groups? 
The most important finding for this research question is that a higher percentage 
of principal investigators perceived the important service items being provided at a more 
frequent performance level at their current institutions than do department administrators.  
Principal investigators reported a higher performance level than the department 
administrators, especially on their designated four priority service items (Table 45).  
Nearly 80% of all of the principal investigators reported that email messages were being 
responded to within 24-48 hours at their current institutions on a ―Consistently‖ or 
―Usually‖ basis.  Table 47 lists the frequency distributions reported by the principal 
investigators regarding their perceptions of the performance level of the important factors 
and priority service items provided by the Office of Research Administration at their 
current institutions. 
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Table 48 
 
Level of Service Performance at Current Institutions - Principal Investigators  
 
 
Service Item    Consistently         Usually             Cumulative Total 
 
Priority Factors (Table 45)  N      %             N    %  N % 
 
Easy access to forms              130 34.3           144 38.0  274 72.3  
 
Email messages (24-48 hrs)           150 36.8                  173 42.4  323        79.2 
 
Setup internal account               85 25.1           116 34.3  201 59.4 
 
Phone messages (24-48 hrs)           129 33.2           172 44.2  301         77.4 
 
Important Factors (Table 45)  
 
Equal treatment                                84 34.7             90 76.2  174 71.9 
 
Technical assistance               90 26.9           125 37.4  215 64.3 
 
Promoting team effort               84 20.9           174 43.3  258 64.2 
 
Easy access to policies               92 26.6           148 42.8  240 69.4 
 
Flexible negotiations               16   5.4             69 23.2   85 28.6 
 
End date notices                               99 27.0           122 33.2  221 60.2 
 
Training new employees              100 29.2                  102 29.7  202 58.9 
 
Friendly phone tone              121 31.5                  192 50.0  313 81.5 
 
Personalized funding notice             45 11.8             78 20.4  123 32.2 
 
Billings/Collections by ORA         100 35.6                    82 29.2  182 64.8 
 
Training updates                             66 20.4           123 38.0       189 58.4 
 
Web list of funding               65 20.8             71 22.8  136 43.6 
 
Same person Pre/Post              65 17.8                    89  24.4  154 42.2 
 
Funding notice to dept.             106 26.9           108 27.7            214 54.6 
 
Confidential Hotline              50 26.5             57 30.2  107 56.7 
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Conversely, for the department administrator group, the highest performance level 
achieved among the nine priority items (Table 46) was significantly lower using the same 
―Consistently‖ and ―Usually‖ cumulative basis.  The highest performance level achieved 
from the nine priority items was the service item pertaining to the equal treatment 
exhibited by the Office of Research Administration where 56.8% of the department 
administrators indicated that this process was being done on a ―Consistently‖ or 
―Usually‖ basis at their current institutions.  While the principal investigators reported 
favorably on their four priority items, the department administrators clearly do not 
perceive the same performance level for those four priority items along with the five 
additional priority items designated by the department administrators (Table 46).  Table 
48 lists the frequency distributions reported by the department administrators regarding 
their perceptions of the performance level of the important factors and priority service 
items provided by the Office of Research Administration at their current institutions. 
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Table 49 
 
Levels of Service Performance at Current Institutions - Department Administrators  
 
 
Service Item    Consistently     Usually  Cumulative  Total 
 
Priority Factors (Table 46)  N      %             N    %   N  % 
 
Easy access to forms               48 25.0            48 25.0   96 50.0  
 
Setup internal account               36 19.7            43 23.5   79 43.2 
 
Phone messages (24-48 hrs)            33 17.8            52 28.1   85         45.9 
 
Email messages (24-48 hrs)            40 20.6                  51 26.3   91 46.9 
 
Easy access to policies              48 23.8            61 30.2  109 54.0 
 
Training new employees              43 20.9                  62 30.1  105 51.0 
 
Training updates                            40 21.4            43 23.0        86 44.4 
 
Equal treatment                               47 23.6            66 33.2  113 56.8 
 
Promoting team effort              45 22.3            59 29.2  104 51.5 
 
 
Important Factors (Table 46)   
 
Technical assistance               40 20.5            76 39.0  116 59.5 
 
Friendly phone tone               44 21.9                  55 27.4   99 49.3 
 
End date notices                               32 18.1            38 21.5   70 39.6 
 
Flexible negotiations               49 25.3            63 32.5  112 57.8 
 
Billings/Collections by ORA           51 25.1                  73 36.0  124 61.1 
 
Web list of funding                58 29.0            52 26.0  110 55.0 
 
Confidential Hotline               45 23.4            61 31.8  106 55.2 
 
Personalized funding notice            50 25.3            76 38.4  126  63.7 
 
One/Pre – One/Post               49 24.0                  56  27.5  105 51.5 
 
Funding notice to dept.               52 26.1            73 36.7            125 62.8 
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Additional Related Findings. 
A major significant finding occurred in the large number of responses received 
from the open-end question included in the survey instrument.  Of the 235 department 
administrator responses received, 106 (45%) listed comments pertaining to other 
important aspects that would, in their opinion add value to an Office of Research 
Administration.  In the case of the principal investigators, 121 of the 433 respondents 
(28%) included comments to the same question.  These figures indicate a high degree of 
relevance and interest of the topic to both groups (Michaelidou & Dibb, 2006).  An 
important finding from these comments stated the concern for adequate and competent 
staffing for the Office of Research Administration by both department administrators and 
principal investigators.  Another important finding from the comments indicated an 
attitude of hostility and confrontation between the Office of Research Administration and 
the user groups.  Both principal investigators and department administrators emphasized 
the service component of an Office of Research Administration coupled with a team 
effort approach towards research activities.   
A final important finding emerged from the demographic data collection that 
demonstrated a lack of knowledge of the total amount of research dollars present at the 
current institutions of the respondents in both the principal investigator group and the 
department administrator group.  While 98.6% (N = 414) of the principal investigators 
reported their personal research dollar amount, over 30% (N = 128) either, did not know 
or incorrectly listed the amount of total annual research dollars for their current 
institution.  The same trend was found with the department administrators in their lack of 
knowledge regarding the annual amount of research dollars.  Over 28% (N = 61) of the 
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department administrators either did not know or incorrectly listed the amount of total 
annual research dollars.  This myopic view would seem to indicate the 
compartmentalized view across the whole of the institution.  As mentioned elsewhere in 
the survey, increased communication initiated by the ORA would serve to better educate 
these user groups as to the total aspects encompassed by this office.  Beyond surprising, 
this finding is significant in that awareness of the total volume of research dollars 
processed by the Office of Research Administration annually could substantially impact 
the perceptions of both the principal investigators and department administrators.   
Limitations 
 This research study contains two limitations.  Selection of the principal 
investigator group was limited to only two major granting agencies: the National Science 
Foundation and the National Institute of Health.  Other major research granting entities 
such as the Department of Defense, Department of Health and Human Services, the 
National Endowment of the Arts, and the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, were not utilized as a database to select the principal investigators.  
Another factor not included in the selection of the principal investigator participants in 
this study, was private foundations that are a major resource for research funds within 
academia.  Using the National Science Foundation and the National Institute of Health as 
the selection criteria for the principal investigators resulted in a heavy emphasis on 
medical and health science institutions.  Since the principal investigator target population 
further served as the basis for the department administrator inclusion, the selection 
criteria also resulted in further stratification with the department administrator group as 
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well.  This survey does not reflect the full composite of the myriad of academic areas of 
research within the institutions of higher education.   
 Representation by the various colleges and universities was not on an equal basis.  
Responses received varied from a single response to as many as 38 responses from a 
specific institution.  Although 72 institutions of higher education did participate in this 
research study, due to the varying amount of survey received, each institution was not 
represented equally in the findings.  The unequal representation of institutions was 
present in both the principal investigator group as well as within the department 
administrator group. 
Implications for Theory 
 The theoretical framework as discussed in chapter two provided the conceptual 
understanding and basis for perceptions of services to serve as a basis for performance 
metrics of a successful Office of Research Administration.  To recap, the Balanced 
Scorecard, developed by Kaplan and Norton (1992), and then later, modified for the non-
profit sector by Niven (2003), outlined the three distinct sectors, Internal Business 
Perspective, Learning and Growth Perspective, and Financial Perspective, to evaluate 
performance for a non-profit organization.   
 The results of this study validated the perceptions of both of the groups, the 
principal investigators and the department administrators, that services provided by the 
Office of Research Administration did cover all three aspects.  While the 18 shared 
service items of importance did cover the three perspectives, none of the designated 
priority items (Tables 45 and 46) were listed in the Financial Perspective, indicating that 
both principal investigators and department administrators currently place less 
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importance on this aspect.  Table 49 lists the 18 service items of importance that were 
shared by both the principal investigators and the department administrators in relation to 
the theoretical framework perspectives of the Balance Scorecard as modified for non-
profit organizations.   
Table 50 
Performance Metrics of Importance by Perspective 
Internal Business Perspective 
New trainings provided by the Office of Research Administration. 
 Confidential hotline operated by the Office of Research Administration. 
 Training updates conducted by the Office of Research Administration. 
 Easy access to forms maintained by the Office of Research Administration. 
 Easy access to policies monitored by the Office of Research Administration. 
 Technical assistance supported by the Office of Research Administration. 
 
Employee Learning and Growth Perspective 
Phone messages returned within 24-48 hours. 
 Process internal account setup paperwork on a timely basis. 
 Communicate end date notifications for research awards. 
 Answer phone calls with a friendly tone. 
 Promote a team effort attitude towards research activities. 
 Respond to email messages within 24-48 hours. 
 
Financial Perspective 
General funding notices compiled by Office of Research Administration. 
 Funding notices personalized towards research expertise. 
 Flexibility in negotiations regarding research projects. 
 Web listing of available funding opportunities. 
 Billings and collections done by the Office of Research Administration.  
 Equal treatment throughout the institution by the Office of Research 
Administration. 
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Implications for Practice 
The results of this study have several implications for the Office of Research 
Administration to better serve their internal community of customers.  The results of this 
study should serve as a basis in the strategic allocation of the resources of the Office of 
Research Administration.  Table 49 lists 18 service items that were identified by both 
principal investigators and department administrators to be important offerings by the 
Office of Research Administration.  Where resources are limited, Office of Research 
Administration should concentrate on the priority items (four service items from the 
principal investigators and department administrators along with the additional five 
service items identified only by the department administrators) as these attributes earned 
an ―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖ rating from >90% of the respondents.   
Based on the results of combined methods of analyses, including the commentary 
received from the open-end questions, the Office of Research Administration should 
concentrate on increased the awareness of the magnitude of administrative functions 
handled by this office.  Additionally, the designation of the Certified Research 
Administrator (CRA) was not perceived to be of significant importance by >50% of 
either the principal investigators nor the department administrators.  However, the CRA 
designation would address the concerns of competency of the staff as expressed by both 
groups.   
The results of this study also indicated there is room for improvement in the 
performance level standards regarding the services perceived as important by the 
principal investigators and most definitely, towards improvement in the perceptions of 
the department administrators.  There is a pressing need for the Office of Research 
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Administration to promote a service oriented, team based mentality to better serve their 
internal customers.  Despite the similarities in the perceptions of important performance 
metrics between the principal investigators and the department administrators, each group 
can maintain a different perception in the performance level for any service item listed. 
The generic nature of most of the service items lends this Modified Balanced 
Scorecard to adaptation to other service areas of support within the institution including 
non-academic departments such as Purchasing and Human Resources along with 
academic related support functions such as the Library and Media Services.  The Office 
of Research Administration, while a non-academic, support function is an integral part of 
the infrastructure needed for ongoing operation of current research institutions of higher 
education.   The items proposed for performance metrics by this research study can be 
adapted to other support areas as previously noted.  Items such as notification of the end 
dates of awards and listing of available funding opportunities could be replaced by 
procurement information for purchase orders and easy access to a listing of the various 
employee benefits available by the Office of Human Resources.  Other support service 
departments within the colleges and universities will service the two user groups 
contained within this research study but may have a somewhat more comprehensive user 
group database, especially the Office of Human Resources.  However, this does not 
negate the adaptability or applicability of data from this study to other service 
departments within the institution.   
The components identified for the Modified Balanced Scorecard can be 
implemented universally at colleges and universities.  There were no significant 
differences between public or private funded universities.  Thus, the Modified Balanced 
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Scorecard can be used by various institutions, and could possibly serve as a benchmark 
for comparisons between institutions, should the institutions choose to share there annual 
results. 
One of the criticisms of measuring performance, according to Meyer (2002) is the 
arbitrary selection of a certain performance measurement.  In the case of this research 
study, service items were selected directly by two main user groups, thus negating any 
arbitrary or capricious choices for performance metrics.  Using these clearly identified 
service items as a scorecard basis will enable the institution to clearly communicate 
performance objectives to the directors and staff of the Office of Research 
Administration.  Communication of performance measurements and strategic objectives 
will be enhanced when the institution has adopted the balance scorecard approach as 
presented herein.         
Implications for Research 
The results of this research study suggest multiple topical areas for future 
research.  The first implication is focused on the expansion of the selection basis for 
principal investigator to include a wider spectrum of granting agencies should be 
considered as the premise for future studies of this nature.  Individuals researching non-
medical and non-health related topics were either underrepresented or absent from this 
research study.    
The second implication for future research occurred when nearly half (47.7%, N = 
104) of the department administrators selected ―Other‖ as their job position.  This large 
quantity in an undefined field such as ―Other‖ restricted the ability of this researcher to 
gain meaningful insights into the impact of job position on the group of department 
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administrators.  Due to the unidentified aspects, additional research should be conducted 
to determine the actual composition of the ―Other‖ classification in the job position 
variable.  Once further identified, the research study could be conducted to determine the 
impact of these more clearly defined job positions with regards to the department 
administrator group. 
Another implication for future research is to investigate how the resources of 
Offices of Research Administration are being allocated currently.  It would be beneficial 
to undertake research to determine if less important services are currently being provided 
at a higher level of frequency by the ORA to the two user groups than those services 
identified as ―Important‖ or ―Very Important‖ by this research study.  Should it be 
determined that resources are being expended upon service items, perceived by the user 
groups as non-essential, then the Office of Research Administration, may be able to re-
allocate certain resources towards better servicing of their internal constituencies.     
This research study reported the frequencies in regards to the presence of certain 
service items at the current institution of the survey respondent.  By design, no 
information was collected regarding the quality of those services.  In addition to the 
frequencies of services provided, research into the quality level of those services being 
offered should be conducted and measured appropriately.  Once completed, these 
additional insights could aid the Offices of Research Administration with improved 
strategic decision making in resource allocation. 
The final implication for future research that emerged from this research study 
centers on the presence of an underlying internal conflict between the Office of Research 
Administration and the two users groups.  In particular, further analysis is indicated for 
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the lower ratings given by the department administrators regarding the frequencies of the 
performance level of those services currently provided by their respective institutions.  
Typically, faculty, in this case the principal investigators tend to be more pessimistic 
when rating administration (Rawls, 1998) however, this was not evident by this research 
study.  Research to understand this conflict and tension along with exploration to 
determine how these perceptions were formed would add valuable insight to this nascent 
field of research administration.    
Conclusions 
The objective of this research study was to identify key attributes, referred to as 
service items perceived by two user groups, principal investigators (faculty) and 
department administrators (staff) as important factors for a successful Office of Research 
Administration.  The attributes designated would serve as performance metrics for a 
Modified Balanced Scorecard.  Both department administrators and principal 
investigators essentially view the same service items as part of the mission of the Office 
of Research Administration.  When evaluating their performance, Office of Research 
Administration should concentrate on the delivery of the 18 service items identified, with 
special emphasis on the four priority items identified by both groups as well as the 
additional five service items designated by the department administrators.   
Overall, the Office of Research Administration is perceived by both the principal 
investigators and the department administrators, as the de-facto service arm of the 
university, and as such, their existence is based on promoting and supporting, rather than 
impeding research activities within the university.  In addition to this support function, 
department administrators also view the Office of Research Administration as a valuable 
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asset for training purposes.  Results indicate that the Office of Research Administration 
needs to create more awareness within the internal community towards the importance of 
the compliance aspect and workload volume handled on an annual basis. 
Over a decade ago, federal research funding was identified by Zusman, (as cited 
in Altbach, Berdahl, & Gumport, 1999, p. 112) as a critical area impacting students both 
directly and indirectly.  As funding from tuition and state revenue sources shrink (Elias, 
2009) coupled with decreasing endowments (Levenson, 2009), research awards will play 
an ever-increasing role within the collegiate community.  Despite challenging economic 
times and severe budget shortfalls, President Obama is proposing an increase of 4% in 
the federal budget for overall basic research. If approved, the National Institute of Health 
would an additional one billion dollars to their current $32.2 billion dollar budget.  The 
National Science Foundation would receive an 8% increase in their research award 
funding (Nelson, 2010).  These actions further cement the importance of research 
administration within the realms of academia. 
The Office of Research Administration will become more visible in the future as 
well as more accountable by their internal and external customers.  Moreover, 
performance measurements of a balanced nature will be continually instrumental in the 
strategic planning process (Meyer, 2002, p. 108) as each research season renews itself 
through multi-year grants and contract awards.  The Modified Balanced Scorecard is seen 
as an indispensable tool for the effective administration of research funding in the sector 
of higher education. 
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Your participation in the following study is both valued and critical to its success!! 
I am attempting to gather research for my doctoral dissertation.  
This is a pilot study for a survey to determine the important aspects of a central 
office of sponsored research administration.   
If you deal with a Centralized Office of Sponsored Administration, your expertise is 
needed!  I invite you to take a couple of minutes and complete this survey.   
  
If you have any questions, please contact –  
Kim Cole (786) 427-7504 or via email colek@fiu.edu  
 
Thanks for your help!  
PERSONAL INFORMATION –  
Please circle the number that best describes your choice.  
1 
I am presently 
employed by an 
institution best 
described as: 
Comm. 
College 
 
1 
Primarily 
Teaching  
 
2 
Primarily 
Research  
 
3 
Medical 
University  
 
4 
Other  
 
5 
2 
The annual research 
$$ for my current 
institution fall into the 
following  
Under $10 
Mil 
 
1 
$10 - $49 Mil 
 
2 
$50 -$99 
Mil 
 
3 
$100+ Mil 
 
4 
Uncertain  
                            
5 
3 
The annual research 
$$ amount that I 
dealt with falls into 
the following   
Under $1 
Mil  
 
1 
$1 - $5 Mil 
 
2 
$5 -$25 
Mil 
 
3 
$25+ Mil  
 
4 
prefer not 
to say   
                           
5 
4 
At my current 
institution, I  currently 
work in a  
Departmen
t 
 
1 
Dean's Office 
 
2 
Research 
Center  
 
         3 
Other  
    
4 
prefer not 
to say 
                             
5 
5 
My 
department/college 
falls under the 
following 
college/school 
Arts & 
Science  
 
1 
Engineering 
/ Technology 
 
2 
Business 
 
3 
Medical/Heal
th Sciences   
 
4 
Other / 
Not 
Applicable  
 
5 
6 
My current job 
position can be 
classified as - 
Adm. Asst.  
 
 1 
Coordinator  
 
2 
Assistant 
Dir/Dean 
 
3 
Associate 
Dir/Dean                 
4 
Director/
Dean 
 
5 
7 
My current institution 
is  
Private 
 
1 
Public   
 
2 
For Profit 
 
3 
Foundation 
 
4 
N/A 
       
 5 
8 
I have been at my 
current institution for 
-  
Yrs. 
______ 
 
Months 
 
 
9 
The time I have 
spent in contract and 
grant administration 
is - 
Yrs. 
______ 
 
Months 
 
 
 
 
 
PRINCIPAL  
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Appendix A: (Continued) 
As a Principal Investigator, 
please place an “X” in the box 
that indicates your opinion on 
the overall importance of the 
following items when dealing 
with a centralized office of 
sponsored research – please 
note that these items may not be 
present at your current 
institution . 
Very 
Important 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Not 
Important 
Not  
Sure 
10 Notification of all available 
funding opportunities sent 
directly to Faculty. 
     
11 Notification of funding 
opportunities only applicable 
to your research area of 
expertise. 
     
12 Listing of funding 
opportunities in a central 
location such as a website 
that I can view on my time 
schedule. 
     
13 Dealing with same individual 
for both pre-award and post-
award issues. 
     
14 Dealing with one pre-award 
specialist and one post-
award specialist.  
     
15 My contact person at 
Sponsored Research has 
the designation of CRA 
(Certified Research 
Administrator) 
     
16 Training offered by 
Sponsored Research for 
new PIs. 
     
17 Training offered by 
Sponsored Research to 
cover updates and changes 
in policies and procedures. 
     
18 Billing and collections 
handled by Centralized 
Sponsored Research 
Administration personnel. 
     
19 Amount of time from award 
notification until all Internal 
Paperwork is completed. 
     
20 Notification by Sponsored 
Research Administration of 
impending end dates of 
project. 
     
21 
Phone calls are answered 
with a friendly tone. 
     
22 
Phone messages are 
returned within 24-48 hours. 
     
23 
Emails are responded to 
within 24-48 hours. 
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Appendix A: Continued 
24 Policies and Procedures are 
published and convenient to 
access. 
     
25 Forms are available through 
Internet access and are 
easy to locate. 
     
26 The Sponsored Research 
Admin. Office offers flexible 
hours  -  available before 8 
am and after 5 pm or on 
weekends 
     
27 Technical assistance 
provided for Internet sites 
including Grants.gov. 
     
28 All departments/colleges are 
treated equally by the 
Sponsored Research. 
     
29 Hotline or some confidential 
of reporting irregularities is 
available. 
     
30 Other important aspects of Sponsored Research Administration Offices are:  
 Please indicate how 
often the following 
aspects are present at 
the Office of Sponsored 
Research at your 
current institution. 
Consistently Usually Occasionally  Rarely Not sure 
31 Notification of all available 
funding opportunities sent 
directly to faculty or 
department. 
 
     
32 Notification of only funding 
opportunities applicable to 
your research area of 
expertise sent to 
faculty/department. 
     
33 Listing of funding 
opportunities in a central 
location such as a website 
that I can view on my time 
schedule. 
     
34 Dealing with same 
individual for both pre-
award and post-award 
issues. 
     
35 Dealing with one pre-
award specialist and one 
post-award specialist. 
     
36 Staff at Sponsored 
Research  office have 
earned the designation of 
CRA (Certified Research 
Administrator) 
     
37 Training offered by 
Sponsored Research for 
new PIs/faculty. 
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Appendix A: Continued 
38 Training offered by 
Sponsored Research to 
cover updates and 
changes in policies and 
procedures. 
     
39 Billing and collections 
handled by Centralized 
Sponsored Research 
Administration personnel. 
     
40 Accounts are set up within 
two weeks or less from 
date of Award Notification. 
     
41 Notification by Sponsored 
Research Administration 
of impending end dates of 
project. 
     
42 
Phone calls are answered 
with a friendly tone. 
     
43 
Phone messages are 
returned within 24-48 
hours. 
     
44 
Emails are responded to 
within 24-48 hours. 
 
     
45 
Policies and Procedures 
are published and 
convenient to access. 
     
46 
Forms are available 
through Internet access 
and are easy to locate. 
     
47 
The Sponsored Research  
Office offers flexible hours  
-  available before 8 am 
and after 5 pm or on 
weekends 
     
48 
Technical assistance 
provided for  Internet sites 
including Grants.gov. 
     
49 
All departments/colleges 
are treated equally by 
Sponsored Research 
     
50 
Some method of 
confidential reporting is 
available and complaints 
are investigated in a 
timely manner. 
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As a Principal Investigator, 
please place an “X” in the 
box that indicates your 
opinion on the overall 
importance of the 
following items when 
dealing with a centralized 
office of research 
administration – please 
note that these items may 
not be present at your 
current institution . 
Very 
Important 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Not 
Important 
Not  
Sure 
Notification of all available 
funding opportunities sent 
directly to Faculty. 
     
Training offered by the Office 
of Research Administration 
for new PIs. 
     
Billing and collections 
handled by the Office of 
Research Administration 
personnel. 
     
Notification of funding 
opportunities only applicable 
to your research area of 
expertise. 
     
The Office of Research 
Administration is flexible 
when it comes to negotiating 
about charges and policies 
     
Listing of funding 
opportunities in a central 
location such as a website 
that I can view on my time 
schedule. 
     
Dealing with same individual 
for both pre-award and post-
award issues. 
     
Hotline or some confidential 
of reporting irregularities is 
available. 
     
Dealing with one pre-award 
specialist and one post-
award specialist.  
     
My contact person at the 
Office of  Research 
Administration has the 
designation of CRA (Certified 
Research Administrator) 
     
Phone messages are 
returned within 24-48 hours. 
     
Training offered by ORAs  to 
cover updates and changes 
in policies and procedures. 
     
Forms are available through 
Internet access and are easy 
to locate. 
     
Amount of time from award 
notification until all Internal 
Paperwork is completed. 
     
Appendix B: Final Surveys 
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Appendix B: (Continued) 
 
Notification by Sponsored 
Research Adm.  of 
impending end dates of 
project. 
     
Phone calls are answered 
with a friendly tone. 
     
The Office of  Research 
Administration offers flexible 
hours  -  available before 8 
am and after 5 pm or on 
weekends 
     
The Office of  Research 
Administration acts/ views 
research as a team effort. 
     
Emails are responded to 
within 24-48 hours. 
     
Policies and Procedures are 
published and convenient to 
access. 
     
Technical assistance 
provided for Internet sites 
including Grants.gov. 
     
All departments/colleges are 
treated equally by the Office 
of Research Administration. 
     
Other important aspects that add value to the Office of Research Administration are:    
Please indicate how often 
the following aspects are 
present at the Office of  
Research Administration  
your current institution. 
Consistently Usually Occasionally  Never Not sure 
Notification of all available 
funding opportunities sent 
directly to faculty or 
department. 
     
Training offered by Office of 
Research Administration for 
new PIs/faculty. 
     
Billing and collections 
handled by Office of 
Research Administration 
personnel. 
     
Notification of only funding 
opportunities applicable to 
your research area of 
expertise sent to 
faculty/department. 
     
The Office of Research 
Administration is flexible 
when it comes to negotiating 
about charges and policies. 
     
Listing of funding 
opportunities in a central 
location such as a website 
that I can view on my time 
schedule. 
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Dealing with same individual 
for both pre-award and post-
award issues. 
     
Some method of confidential 
reporting is available and 
complaints are investigated 
in a timely manner 
     
Dealing with one pre-award 
specialist and one post-
award specialist. 
     
Staff at the Office of 
Research Administration 
have earned the designation 
of CRA (Certified Research 
Administrator) 
     
Phone messages are 
returned within 24-48 hours. 
     
Training offered by the Office 
of Research Administration 
to cover updates and 
changes in policies and 
procedures 
     
Forms are available through 
Internet access and are easy 
to locate. 
     
Accounts are set up within 
two weeks or less from date 
of Award Notification. 
     
Notification by Sponsored 
Research Administration of 
impending end dates of 
project. 
     
Phone calls are answered 
with a friendly tone. 
     
The Office of Research 
Administration offers flexible 
hours  -  available before 8 
am and after 5 pm or on 
weekends 
     
The Office of Research 
Administration acts in 
partnership with  the 
researchers. 
     
 
Emails are responded to 
within 24-48 hours. 
 
     
Policies and Procedures are 
published and convenient to 
access. 
     
Technical assistance 
provided for  Internet sites 
including Grants.gov. 
     
All departments/colleges are 
treated equally by Office of 
Research Administration. 
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The annual 
research $$ for 
my current 
institution falls 
into the following  
Under $10 
Mil 
 
$10 - $49 Mil 
 
 
$50 -$99 
Mil 
 
 
$100+ Mil 
 
 
Uncertain  
                             
 
The annual 
research $$ 
amount that I deal 
with falls into the 
following   
Under $1 
Mil  
 
 
$1 - $5 Mil 
 
 
$5 -$25 Mil 
 
 
$25+ Mil  
 
 
prefer not 
to say   
                            
 
At my current 
institution, I  
currently work in 
a  
Department 
 
 
Dean's Office 
 
 
Research 
Center  
         
Other  
    
 
prefer not 
to say 
                              
 
My 
department/colleg
e falls under the 
following 
college/school 
Arts & 
Science  
 
 
Engineering 
/ Technology 
 
 
Business 
 
 
Medical/ 
Health 
Sciences   
 
 
Other / 
Not 
Applicable  
 
 
My current job 
position can be 
classified as – 
 
Asst. 
Professor 
  
  
Assoc. 
Professor  
 
 
Professor 
 
 
Director/ 
Dean 
 
            
Other 
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As a Department 
Administrator, please 
place an “X” in the box 
that indicates your opinion 
on the overall importance 
of the following items 
when dealing with a 
centralized office of 
research administration – 
please note that these 
items may not be present 
at your current institution . 
Very 
Important 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Not 
Important 
Not  
Sure 
Notification of all available 
funding opportunities sent 
directly to Faculty. 
     
Training offered by the ORA 
for new  Department 
Administrators.. 
     
Billing and collections 
handled by the Office of 
Research Administration 
personnel. 
     
Notification of funding 
opportunities only applicable 
to your research area of 
expertise. 
     
The ORA is flexible when  it 
comes to negotiating about 
charges and policies 
     
Listing of funding 
opportunities in a central 
location such as a website 
that I can view on my time 
schedule. 
     
Dealing with same individual 
for both pre-award and post-
award issues. 
     
Hotline or some confidential 
of reporting irregularities is 
available. 
     
Dealing with one pre-award 
specialist and one post-
award specialist.  
     
My contact person at the 
Office of  Research 
Administration has the 
designation of CRA (Certified 
Research Administrator) 
     
Phone messages are 
returned within 24-48 hours. 
     
Training offered by 
Sponsored Research to 
cover updates and changes 
in policies and procedures. 
     
Forms are available through 
Internet access and are easy 
to locate. 
     
Amount of time from award 
notification until all Internal 
Paperwork is completed. 
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Notification by Sponsored 
Research Administration of 
impending end dates of 
project. 
     
Phone calls are answered 
with a friendly tone. 
     
The Office of  Research 
Administration offers flexible 
hours  -  available before 8 
am and after 5 pm or on 
weekends 
     
The Office of  Research 
Administration acts views 
research as a team effort. 
     
Emails are responded to 
within 24-48 hours. 
     
Policies and Procedures are 
published and convenient to 
access. 
     
Technical assistance 
provided for Internet sites 
including Grants.gov. 
     
All departments/colleges are 
treated equally by the Office 
of Research Administration.. 
     
Other important aspects that add value to the Office of Research Administration are:  :  
Please indicate how often 
the following aspects are 
present at the Office of  
Research Administration  
your current institution. 
Consistently Usually Occasionally  Never Not sure 
Notification of all available 
funding opportunities sent 
directly to faculty or 
department. 
     
Training offered by Office of 
Research Administration for 
new Department 
Administrators.. 
     
Billing and collections 
handled by Office of 
Research Administration 
personnel. 
     
Notification of only funding 
opportunities applicable to 
your research area of 
expertise sent to 
faculty/department. 
     
The Office of Research 
Administration is flexible 
when it comes to negotiating 
about charges and policies. 
     
Listing of funding 
opportunities in a central 
location such as a website 
that I can view on my time 
schedule. 
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Dealing with same individual 
for both pre-award and post-
award issues. 
     
Some method of confidential 
reporting is available and 
complaints are investigated 
in a timely manner 
     
Dealing with one pre-award 
specialist and one post-
award specialist. 
     
Staff at the Office of 
Research Administration 
have earned the designation 
of CRA (Certified Research 
Administrator) 
     
Phone messages are 
returned within 24-48 hours. 
     
Training offered by the Office 
of Research Administration 
to cover updates and 
changes in policies and 
procedures 
     
Forms are available through 
Internet access and are easy 
to locate. 
     
Accounts are set up within 
two weeks or less from date 
of Award Notification. 
     
Notification by Sponsored 
Research Administration of 
impending end dates of 
project. 
     
Phone calls are answered 
with a friendly tone. 
     
The Office of Research 
Administration offers flexible 
hours  -  available before 8 
am and after 5 pm or on 
weekends 
     
The Office of Research 
Administration acts in 
partnership with  the 
researchers. 
     
Emails are responded to 
within 24-48 hours. 
     
Policies and Procedures are 
published and convenient to 
access. 
     
Technical assistance 
provided for  Internet sites 
including Grants.gov. 
     
All departments/colleges are 
treated equally by Office of 
Research Administration. 
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Appendix B: (Continued) 
 
The annual 
research $$ for 
my current 
institution fall into 
the following  
Under 
$10 Mil 
 
1 
$10 - $49 
Mil 
 
2 
$50 -$99 
Mil 
 
3 
$100+ Mil 
 
4 
Uncertain  
                            
5 
The annual 
research $$ 
amount that I dealt 
with falls into the 
following   
Under $1 
Mil  
 
1 
$1 - $5 Mil 
 
2 
$5 -$25 
Mil 
 
3 
$25+ Mil  
 
4 
Prefer not to 
say   
                           
5 
At my current 
institution, I  
currently work in a  
Depart-
ment 
 
1 
Dean's 
Office 
 
2 
Research 
Center  
 
         3 
Other  
    
4 
Prefer not to 
say 
                             
5 
My 
department/colleg
e falls under the 
following 
college/school 
Arts & 
Science  
 
1 
Engineering 
/ 
Technology 
 
2 
Business 
 
3 
Medical/ 
Health 
Sciences   
 
4 
Other / Not 
Applicable  
 
5 
My current job 
position can be 
classified as - 
Adm. 
Asst.  
 1 
Coordinator  
 
2 
Assistant 
Dir/Dean 
3 
Associate 
Dir/Dean                 
4 
Director/ 
Dean 
5 
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Appendix C: Solicitation Lists of Colleges and Universities 
 
 
Public Universities – Very High Research Designation (Alphabetically) 
 
1. Arizona State University  
2. Colorado State University 
3. Florida State University 
4. Indiana University (Bloomington) 
5. Ohio State University 
6. Pennsylvania State University 
7. Rutgers University (New Brunswick) 
8. SUNY at Stony Brook 
9. University of Alabama at Birmingham 
10. University of California – Los Angeles 
11. University of Connecticut 
12. University of Florida 
13. University of Georgia 
14. University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
15. University of Maryland – College Park 
16. University of Massachusetts (Amhurst) 
17. University of Michigan 
18. University of North Carolina (Chapel Hill) 
19. University of Tennessee 
20. Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 
 
Private Universities – Very High Research Designation (Alphabetically) 
 
1. Boston University 
2. Brown University 
3. Case Western Reserve University 
4. Columbia University 
5. Duke University 
6. Emory University 
7. Georgetown University 
8. Harvard University 
9. Johns Hopkins University 
10. Northwestern University 
11. Princeton University 
12. Tulane University 
13. University of Chicago 
14. University of Miami 
15. University of Notre Dame 
16. University of Pennsylvania 
17. University of Rochester 
18. University of Southern California 
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19. Vanderbilt University 
20. Yale University 
 
Public Universities – High Research Designation (Alphabetically) 
1. Auburn University 
2. Clemson University 
3. Colorado School of Mines 
4. Michigan Technological University 
5. New Mexico State University 
6. Northern Arizona University 
7. San Diego State University 
8. South Dakota State University 
9. SUNY at Birmingham 
10. Temple University 
11. Texas Tech University 
12. University of Louisville 
13. University of Maryland-Baltimore County 
14. University of Montana-Missoula 
15. University of North Texas 
16. University of Oregon 
17. University of Vermont and State Agricultural College 
18. University of Wisconsin – Milwaukee 
19. Virginia Commonwealth University 
20. West Virginia University 
 
Private Universities – High Research Designation (Alphabetically) 
1. Baylor University 
2. Boston College 
3. Brigham Young University 
4. Catholic University of America 
5. Clarkson University 
6. Drexel University 
7. Florida Institute of Technology 
8. Fordham University 
9. George Washington University 
10. Howard University 
11. Illinois Institute of Technology 
12. Loyola University – Chicago 
13. Marquette University 
14. Northeastern University 
15. Rice University 
16. Saint Louis University 
17. Stevens Institute of Technology 
18. Syracuse University 
19. University of Denver 
20. Wake Forest University 
Appendix C: (Continued) 
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Appendix D: Final Survey Documents 
 
Informed Consent 
 
1. The purpose of this study is to determine what aspects are viewed as important by 
faculty and department staff that should be offered by a centralized office of 
research administration. You will be asked to first indicate the importance of 
certain aspects associated with a centralized Office of Research Administration. 
Then you will be asked to indicate the presence of these aspects at your current 
institution. This study is being conducted as part of a doctoral dissertation. 
 
If you take part in this study, you will be asked to spend between 10-15 minutes 
completing an online survey. 
 
Benefits have not been specifically identified for participants. This research is 
considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this study 
are the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks to 
those who take part in this study. We will not pay you for the time you volunteer 
while being in this study. 
 
Confidentiality - Response will be tracked for follow-up purposes and to avoid 
multiple participation from individuals. We must keep your study records as 
confidential as possible. The records will be stored on a password-secured laptop. 
Any physical records will be contained in a locked cabinet. However, certain people 
may need to see your study records. By law, anyone who looks at your records must 
keep them completely confidential. The only people who will be allowed to see these 
records are the research team, including the Principal Investigator and faculty 
advisors, along with certain government and university people who need to know 
more about the study. For example, individuals who provide oversight on this study 
may need to look at your responses. To insure that we are protecting your rights 
and your safety, The University of South Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
and the staff that works for the IRB along with other individuals who work for USF 
that provide other kinds of oversight may also need to look at your records. We may 
publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not let anyone know your 
name. We will not publish anything else that would let people know who you are.  
 
If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this study, general 
questions, or have complaints, concerns or issues you want to discuss with someone 
outside the research team, call the Division of Research Integrity and Compliance of 
the University of South Florida at (813) 974-9343. 
 
If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints about this study, or should you 
experience any technical problems, please call Kim Cole at 786-427-7504 or 561-324-
9177.  
 
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. There will be no 
penalty if you decide not to participate in this study  
 
Yes, I agree to participate and understand the terms. No, I do not wish to participate 
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Appendix D (Continued) 
 
Email Solicitation - Department Administrator Survey 
 
Dear Colleague:  
 
I am a doctoral student at the University of South 
Florida and a Department Administrator at Florida 
International University.  I am conducting research as 
part of my dissertation.  My research entails surveying 
department administrators and applicable staff members 
whom interact with Offices of Sponsored Research 
Administration to determine their perceptions of these 
centralized offices.  This study has received approval 
by my institutional review board.    
 
Would you please help me complete my research by taking 
10-15 minutes, click on the link below and complete the 
survey?  Your support is crucial to the success of my 
study.  You will be asked first to rate the importance 
of certain attributes regarding Offices of Sponsored 
Research Administration in general.  Then, you will be 
asked how often certain attributes are present at your 
current institution’s Office of Sponsored Research 
Administration.  
 
Here is a link to the survey:  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  
 
Thanks for your participation!  
 
Very truly yours,  
 
Kim Cole  
 
 
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further 
emails from us, please click the link below, and you 
will be automatically removed from our mailing list.  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx 
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Appendix D (Continued) 
 
Email Solicitation – Principal Investigator Survey 
 
Dear Dr. [LastName]  
 
I am a doctoral candidate at the University of South 
Florida conducting research as part of my dissertation. 
 My research entails surveying faculty to determine their 
perceptions pertaining to Offices of Sponsored Research 
Administration.  This study has received approval by my 
institutional review board.    
 
You have been identified as a significant contributor in 
the field of federal research grants and, therefore 
crucial to my study.  If you have 10-15 minutes, would 
you be so kind as to click on the hyperlink below to 
complete an online survey?  You will be asked first to 
rate the importance of certain attributes regarding 
Offices of Sponsored Research Administration in general. 
 Then, you will be asked how often certain attributes are 
present at your current institution’s Office of Sponsored 
Research Administration.  
 
 
Here is a link to the survey:  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  
 
If you do not wish to participate please click on the 
link below to avoid receiving follow-up reminders.    
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx  
 
Thank you for your time and support.  
 
Gratefully yours,  
 
Kim Cole, MBA, CPA, Phd/ABD  
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Appendix D (Continued) 
 
Follow-up Email sent to non-respondents 
 
 
Recently you were sent an invitation to participate in a 
research study pertaining to perceptions of faculty 
toward Offices of Research Administration.  I am a 
doctoral student at the University of South Florida and 
am conducting this survey as part of a dissertation which 
has been approved by the University’s Internal Review 
Board.  
 
While, I have received quite a few responses, yours is 
not one of them.  I am wondering if you could please take 
approximately 10-15 minutes to complete this survey. 
 Your support is genuinely appreciated.    
 
 
Here is a link to the survey:  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx  
 
 
Thanks for your participation!  
 
Very truly yours,  
 
Kim Cole  
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